AN. EXAMINATION OF THE REV. F. RANDOLPH'S | 


« SCRIPTURAL REVISION OF SOCINIAN - ARGUMENTS 3, * - 08 


1 
1 J N . * _ 4 Ws — 5 - 1 l 


* 


2 i * ; ? F g-* * 
& | 1 f „ * - 
3 4 F 1 * 4 Ne 5 1 ? 3 
- f . EY * N 7 
8 * =. R 2A 2 2 15 
» : * * * * «. 
4 1 : Fe *-. % Fg > 
SIDED * > r 
85 F | ; $64 
"Ge $a 5 j 2 : 2, 
| 3 - ; . a 2 8 a 15 * 2 Re oy . 
- 4 . E 4 8 4 8 R „ 
/ . 71 % « 1 ge * . 
X ; * _ , . 5 7 75 £ n 
. 4 2 x * ; » D % k 4 0 41 2 2 > 
Me f . ö ö : 1 
* . 5 3 1 3 ere 
i 19 a ; , : & + 1 
By BENJAMIN HOBHO . 
6 + 2 p . 4 2 8 . 5  w——_— * 0 IE 
a 8 5 * - : þ 2 4 22 9 * - cy 3 > _ 
e AT LAW, AND A. M. Of BRAZEN-NOSS COLLEGE ö 
2 . 3 R WI DN 2 4 : II 
» 4 2» 1 CE I ; 2 i —0 8 - 4 23 L , * ; ; oxi 8 RR - 
: 2 & # , | 0 — 6 8 3 
* 2. 2 . *.. — 
Harra For art, To: X&A0y 5 | ED - 
| Rupee 0 3 Ker! XETE, FEY 3 


4 5 Y * i 
$ j | 5 k a n 
; . 1 
EY 


TROWBRIDGE: ©, | 5 e 
PRINTED BY ABRAHAM SM ALI 5 + -- & 
FOR r. CADELL, STRAND,. LONDON... „ 3 


ORE. Ng (PRICE 9 66.7 


* 
7 — 


* P 
\ 
. - - 
= 
\ 
* _ 4 
2 
hb . 
Ra. ms * 4 
4 
ot IT 5. 
* — x . 
* - 
% I FM i 
HS 6 OM HF 


* 4 a 
. 4 . » * 3 by 
: 5 4 . 
: 5 # 3 £ n 3 
*. y * 
<> th 


REF 


TO THE PUBLIC. 


2, 
 Ab_ by no other 
motive than a deſire of promoting religion 
and virtue in the world, I now ſtand fofth, 
without even a perſonal knowledge of 
Dr. Prieſtley, or the leaſt communication 
with him, as the advocate of his religious 
opinions. It is not long, ſince his ſenti- 
ments have become mine; nor would I 
now be underſtood to agree with him far- 
ther, than in the ole divinity of the Fa- 
ther, and the ſimple humanity of Chriſt. 
The principal Doctrines of the Church of 
England, in which I was educated, after a 
patient and empartzal enquiry appeared to 
A2 me 


iv. EEE 
me to have no foundation in truth. Not 
being of that number, who think that there 
is no occaſion to renounce a creed which 
they can no longer approve ; but holding 
it an act of Hypocriſy to profeſs opinions 

' which are not believed, I felt myſelf called 
upon to make an open avowal of the faith 
I had adopted. I therefore took my leave 
of a Church, the tenets of which, notwith- 
ſtanding my former blind veneration, I 
now looked upon to be erroneous; and 
this meaſure ſeemed to me a duty of indiſ- 
penſable obligation, though I was neither 
called upon to ſubſcribe the 39 Articles, or 
to comply with the Teſt Laws, which im- 
poſe a condition equivalent, in a legal ſenſe, 
to a declaration of being a member of the 
national Church. 

But it is not enough merely to > make a 

profeſſion of the Truth. He, whoſe breaſt 
is warmed with a true love of it, will do 
more ; he will endeavor to help the ſpread 

of it to the beſt of his abilities. In a Prieſt- 

| ley, or myſe , the attempt 1s equally laud- 

| able, 
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_ PREFACE. 1 v. 
able, though the ſucceſs is not equally 
certain. If by any interference on my part 
the cauſe of true Religion ſhould in the leaſt 
degree be benefited, this world could not 
afford me greater happineſs, I ſhould then 
think myſelf a uſeful character: It would 
then be no ſubject of regret to me, that I 
am excluded by the laws from ſerving my 
country in many of the active ſcenes of life, 
that I am treated like a Criminal, unwor- 
thy of public confidence, and regarded as 
a Blaſphemer, and profane Perſon.” 

Beſides this motive, which is a call up- 
on every lover of truth, I am influenced by 
a conſideration of a local nature. The 
people of a neighbourhood become inte- 
reſted in a queſtion when it is diſcuſſed by 
Gentlemen well known to them, and are 
hence led to examine topics, which other- 


a Such is the ſituation of every man, who by! adviſed 
_ © ſpeaking” expreſſes a diſbelief of the Trinity. See the 
th. and 10th. of William III. chap, g2. © for the effec- 
tual ſuppreſſing of blaſphemy and profaneneſs.” Will 
poſterity believe that a petition to Parliament for the re- 

peal of this Act was rejected in an age of boaſted light, in 
the cloſe of the eighteenth Century ? | 5 
. "— MY wiſe 
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wiſe might never have become the objects 
of their attention. On this ground I 
rejoice to learn, that literary ſocieties in 


defence of the eſtabliſhed religion and ci- 
vil government of the country, are forming, 


if not already formed, in London, Oxford, 
and Bath, and are intended to be eſtabliſh- 


ed in every conſiderable Town of England. 
| | Thus 


b As J have reaſon to believe that the © printed propo- 
ſals” for theſe new inſtitutions may have fallen into the 
hands of very few, but ſuch from whom a co-operation 
might be expected, ſome perſons may be detirous of being 
furniſhed with a more full account. 

The object ſtated, is, to counteract . the artifices and aſ- 
& ſiduity of Sectaries, Republicans, Socinians, and Infi- 
« dels, who, if any miſchief is to be aimed at the Church 
& or at its doctrines; if any popular lure is to be thrown 
cout for the raiſing of a party, and promoting ſome public 
« diſturbance; never fail to make a common cauſe of it.“ If 
Socinians be neither Infidels nor Sectaries, what are they? 
In this paragraph the confuſion of ideas is y equalled 
by the ſpirit of calumny. 

The particular charges againſt theſe various deſcriptions 
of men are, that according to the © words of a ſermon late- 
« ly preached before the Univerſity of Oxford by a Re- 
te verend and learned Divine, now at the head of a Col- 
lege, they command almoſt every channel of information, 

* an 
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Thus diſcuſſion will be excited: it is by 
the colliſions of controverſy that the ſpark 


of truth is ſtruck out. 
| In 


te. and have the direction of almoſt every perlodical publi- 
te cation; nay they are ſaid to have © monopoliſed the preſs, 
& and to have poſſeſſed themſelves of the avenues to pub- 
ce lic opinion for the purpoſe of miſrepreſenting public 
& characters &c. Many readers,” it is aſſerted, are ap- 
&« priſed of what hath happened to the Biographia Britanica, 
c under the management of an Editor, who is a perſon of 
« influence among the Diſſenters.“ If * Sectaries, Repub- 
&« licans, Socinians, and Infidels”* have made a monopoly 
of the preſs for ſuch baſe purpoſes, why have no means been 
employed to prevent it? Are the friends of Church and 
King without property, ſo that they cannot have recourſe to 
the preſs, which is equally open to all? Are they with- 
out Learning, ſo that they dare not cope with their ad ver- 
ſaries ? The Friends of Church and King will allow nei- 
ther: to what then is their —— owing, but to a cri- 
minal ſupineneſs ? 2 
How far public characters have been miſfopealanec 
& by this literary Cabal of SeQaries, Republicans, Socini- 
«© ans, and Infidels;” how far the learned and reſpectable 
Editor of the Biographia Britanica has been unfaithful in his 
narrative; how far there is reaſon to ſuppoſe, that Diſſen- 
ters will reje@ in any future work, * all authorities but 
“ ſych as promote the new doctrines, and dangerous opin- 
ions of the conventicle ;” are proper ſubjects for the la- 


bors of theſe Societies in their outſet. 
4 . | One 
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viii. PRE ACE. 

In theſe Letters you are not to ex pea a 
ſtatement of all che grounds in favor of the 
ſimple humanity of Chriſt. It is enough | 
for me to reply to the objections urged by 
Mr. Randolph. If the arguments in many 
parts of this work have already been 
brought forward, let it be conſidered that 
they are oppoſed to old and very common 
obſervations, and advanced in hopes of 
engaging Mr. Randolph to reply to them, 
an undertaking upon which he does not 
ſeem yet to have entered. —When thoſe 
weapons, which have in my apprehenſion 
been ſucceſsfully uſed againſt others, ſhall 


One of the means by which theſe inſtitutions are to attain 
the object they have in view, is © to furniſh Students in 
Divinity, at a cheap rate, with ſuch computations as 
„they may read without darger to their principles,” What 
may endanger their principles is to be cautioufly kept out of 
their hands; they are to read but one ſide, leſt they ſhould 
become heterodox. 

. Surely it is not true that « the printed propoſals” were 
Witten by the Rev. Mr. Jones, the Trinitarian Briareus, a 
Gentleman, © whoſe mind,“ in the opinion of Mr. Ran- 
dolph, © encircles almoſt the whole compaſs of human 
© knowledge.” Unleſs compoſitions far ſuperior. can be pro- 
duced, nothing very great is to be expected from theſe literary 
ſocieties, Their works nevertheleſs may beuſeful in occaſion- 
ing diſcuſſion, inprovokinganattention to ſubjeRs, on which 
mankind have too long taken their opinions upon truſt, 
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PREFACE. - 
be direclly pointed againſt his own breaſt, 


he muſt either make ſome reſiſtance, or 


acknowledge himſelf to be vanquiſhed. 

In peruſing theſe pages let me entreat, 
that you will, as far as poſſible, diveſt 
your minds of prejudice. The religious 
opinions of Dr. Prieſtley brought upon him 
in July 1791 the moſt outrageous perſecu- 
tion ;e for it is ridiculous to ſay, that the 
ſufferers at Birmingham were attacked for 
their political principles. Had the celebra- 
tion of the French Revolution been the 


e The moſt unwarrantahle meaſures have lately been em- 
ployed to increaſe the odium againſt this truly eſtimable 
character. Unconnected paſſages from his works were 
preſented by an Advocate to the Court at Warwick. 
From disjointed ſcraps a man may prove any point, he may 
make quidlibet ex quolibet. This Gentleman may have been 
influenced by no other motive than to do his beſt for his 


client; but I am decidedly of opinion that this is no juftt- 


fication for the uſe of ſuch means againſt the oppoſite party. 
Since the trial, theſe ſentences and half ſentences ftom the 
Doctor's Productions, have been collected together and 
publiſhed, with an evident view to repreſent him as a ſe- 
ditious man, who would not ſcruple lo raiſe a civil com- 
motion for the ſake of overthrowing the conſtitution of his 


country. I ſhould be glad ta learn, that this pamphlet wag 


not given to the world with the conſent of the Advocate, 
to whom I have alluded, 5 
e - cauſe 


1 PREF ACE. 
cauſe of offence, the Churchmen who aſ- _ 
ſembled on that day, would likewiſe have 
been the objects of popular fury. There | 
is no claſs of diffenters ſo much diſliked at 
preſent by the members of the Eſtabliſhed 
Church, as the diſbelievers of Chriſt's pre- 
exiſtence. The animoſity againſt them is 
very general, and very great. To judge 
between me, and Mr, Randolph, you 
muſt endeavor to lay aſide all heat, and 
to inveſtigate with temper. I truſt it will 
be found that I have in no inſtance Ioft 
mine, nor even introduced a ſingle ex- 
preſſton tending to reflect upon the cha- 
racter of my literary opponent, in whoſe 
happineſs I am much intereſted, and in in- 
timacy with whom I hope always to remain. 
With him I would amicably purſue this 
| Tubjett to the bottom, and from you I have 
only to ſolicit attention and impartiality. 

; B. HOBHOUSE. 
Hartham-Houſe, 
Oclober 22d. 1792. | ö 
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But then no ſuch terms as the perſoni- 
1M - Logos, the word incarnate, or 
* incarnation, is uſed by St. Matthew, 

* Mark, or Luke: And is it credi- 

© ble that if this was the ground work 
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* ſpoke of Chriſt ? Their ſilence there- 
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* Chriſt." -' —:-' = = 4+ 228 
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Mr. Randolph refers. of Dr. Prieſtley's Letters to Dr. Ged- 
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Mr, Randolph, then Dr. Prieſtley by the uſe of the term 
es in the firſt ſentence, has overlooked a grammatical inac- 
curacy. But I muſt confeſs that I am rather inclined'to attri- 
bute the inadvertency to Mr. Randolph, ſince a ſimilar in- 
ſtance preſents itſelf in page 40 of his work“ in which 


© the incarnation and divinity of our Saviour is more ex- 


© plicitly and repeatedly aſſerted.“ 
i FO | 5 The 
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LETTERS 
10 THE 


REV. FRANCIS RANDOLPH. 


LETTER, I. 
Introduction. 
DE AR SIR. 


F ROM the knowledge, with 


which I am furniſhed by a long ſubſiſting 


intimacy, I am moſt willing to give you 


full credit for a belief of thoſe doctrines, 
which you endeavor to ſupport in your 


letters addreſſed to Dr. Prieſftley—I flatter 


myſelf alſo, that you will readily bear teſti- 


mony oneſty of my mind, however 
lightly you may think of my abilities as a 
Controverſaliit—You muſt indeed hold me 
in very cheap eſtimation, when © in com- 


B 3 * bating 


1 een n engeren 


a See Mr. Randolph's preface, p · 6. 7. 
b See Do. p. 7. 5 


2 Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph. 
e bating Dr. Prieſtley, you neither court 


© nor want the aſſiſtance of thoſe advocates 
te of your faith” whom you ſtill allow to 
be © more able and diſtinguiſhed Antago- 
we.” than yourſelf. 


A ſenſe of juſtice to your charadter, calls 


upon me likewiſe to declare, that I have 
not the leaſt reaſon to doubt the truth of 
thoſe motives by which you profeſs yourſelf 
to have been actuated in publicly addreſſing 
Dr. n When in the purſuit oftruth, 


2M attempt is ſtill made to retard our 


* progreſs, when our faith is ridiculed with 
the ſneers of offenſive raillery, and our 
© reſolutions ſtaggered with alarming and 
* perilous ſuggeſtions, it becomes,” you 
ſay, © a point of duty to ſhew the ſtrength 
* of your defence, in order to reſcue/the 


diffident from apprehenſion, and ſhield 


the unwary from ſurpriſe.” 


When 


9 e 


of 


Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph. 3 


When you would *© reſcue the diffident 
from apprehenſion” you' admit, that there 
are ſome, who, unlike to yourſelf, are not 
ſo confident as to think that they cannot 
be miſtaken; when you would “ ſhield 
* the unwary from ſurpriſe” you admit 
that there are members of your church, 


who are not well grounded in their faith, | 


and that at leaſt ſomething plauſible may 
be adduced in oppoſition to your doctrines, 
and for theſe reaſons you think it your du- 
ty kindly to interpoſe at a time © when in 
* the purſuit of truth every attempt is made 


* to retard your progreſs” &c. &c. 


But how Sir have Dr. Prieſtley and the 
believers in the ſimple humanity of Chriſt* 
2 ſhewn 


e This deſcription of Chtiſtians I ſhall in future for the 
ſake of brevity diſtinguiſh by the name of Humanitarians, 


I have not called them Socinians, becauſe they differ from 
Socinus in a moſt eſſential article: they do not regard 
Chriſt as an object of worſhip, Neither have I denominat- 
ed them Unitarians ; ſince not only the Arians lay claim to 
the appellation, but alſo Trinitarians ; for Mr. Randolph 


— 


thinks that he has as good a right to it as Dr. Prieſtley, (fee | 


Mr. Randolph's 
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4 Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph | 


ſhewn any diſpoſition to diſcourage your 
endeavours to enlarge the bounds of reli- 
gious knowledge? Have they ſought to 
ſilence enquiry by calling upon others im- 
plicitly to receive their doctrines? Do 
they require ſubſcription to any articles ? 
Do they pretend to infallibility by claim- 
ing a power to decide in matters of faith ? 
If this were their conduct, they might juſtly 
be ſtiled enemies of truth, and Tyrants 


over conſcience : but far different is the 
example which they afford; have they not” 


wiſhed you to come . in defence of 


M r. Randolph's work, page 3.) Inſtead of queſtioning Mr. 
Randolph's pretenſions, I will make an extract from Dr. 
Price's ſermons, page 7. *© There are ſays St. Paul, Gods 
many, but to us there is but one God the Father, Many 
of our fellow Chriſtians indeed, maintain doctrines, which 
leem to claſh with this eſſential doctrine; but they all pro- 
ſeſs to believe it, and with ſo much zeal as to be greatly of- 
fended when they are charged with contradicting it. 
Though the Divine nature conſiſts of three perſons, and the 
Son (one of theſe perſons) conſiſts of two natures, yet theſe 
three perſons make but one being. If there is a palpable 
abſurdity in all this, it only proves that the goſpel teaches 
the Divine Unity ſo deciſevely as to force every Chriſtian 
to acknowledge it, however inconſiſtent with his other opi- 
nions the acknowledgment of it may be.“ | 
your 


t 


Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 5 


your opinions that a fair diſcuſſion might 
take place, and thus the public be enabled to 
judge on which fide the error was to be 
found ? | 
But you complain “that they have ri- 
e diculed your faith with the ſneers of of- 
* fenſive raillery.” J believe they may 
have been guilty of this charge, but the pu- 
rity of their intentions ſhould operate to 
an acquittal. It has not been their object 
to prevent the ſpread'of truth, but to diſpel 
deluſion. Believing that Athanaſianiſm is 
contradictory both to reaſon and to ſcrip- 
ture, all the doctrines of which are rational, 
they may have employed ſome ridicule in 
expoſing what appears to chem ſo enormous 


an ab ſi urdity. 


—Ridiculum acri 
Bee ac ike nes = Secat res. Hor. 
Nay ſhould it be allowed that your faith is 
agreeable to truth, this method of attack js. 
rather ſerviceable to your cauſe, ſince it 
ſtimulates more ſtrongly to defence. Ri- 
dicule inabadcauſecalls forthan oppoſition 
to its own overthrow, it is ſelf-deſtruttive. 
Sn 7 It 
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It is another part of your accuſation 


againſt Dr. Prieſtley and the Humanitarians 


that © they have ſtaggered your reſolutions 
* with the moſt alarming and perilous ſug- 
geſtions.“ It is ſurely no great compliment 
tothe members of the eſtabliſned church that 


their courage in the purſuit of truth may be 


ſtaggered. Where then is that ardent love of 


of it which braves all difficulties, and ſur- 
mounts all obſtacles? The nature of theſe 
alarming and perilous ſuggeſtions I am at a 
loſs to conceive. The ſuggeſtions on the o- 
ther ſide are ſurely moſt calculated to deter. 
It is denounced that Dr. Prieſtley, becauſe 


he cannot hold the catholic faith of Athana- 


ſianiſm, ſhall * without doubts be puniſhed 


everlaſtingly, but although he is moſt out- 
rageouſſy perſecuted in this world, and 
menaced with eternal fire in the next, ke 
perſeveres with more than unabating, with 
redoubled ardor, his reſolution in ſeeking and 
communicating truth is not to be ſtaggered. 
I remain, Dear A 
Lours, 


5 B. HOBHOUSE, 
See the Athanaſian Creed. 


— 
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LET TT 


The cauſes of my diſappointment on n reading 
your Letter to Dr. Prięſtley. 


DRAR SIR. 


| Hv declared my be- 
lief not ils that your faith is in uniſon 


with your profeſſions, but that I have not 


the leaſt ground tor queſtioning your ſtate- 
ment of the motives for your late publica- 
tion, let me now advert to the work itſelf, 
and here let me obſerve that my expeCati- 
ons in the peruſal of it have in many re- 


ſpects been greatly diſappointed. 
I have been much ſurpriſed to diſcover 


many parts of your letter inconſiſtent with 


each other. You concludeyour work thus, 


© with my ſentiments of Chriſtianity it is cha- 


* rity to hope you. will re- aſcend the lad- 
eder of faith till it leads you to the boſom 


* of your Saviour and your God.“ In 


plain language you muſt here x mean to lay 


e See Mr. * work, page 135. 
B 4 


that 
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that unleſs Dr. Prieſtley embrace the doc- 
trines of the Trinity he cannot be ſaved, 


and therefore it is charity to hope for his 


re-converſion. 


If chere be any amongſt your body, Who 


though no leſs firmly perſuaded than your- 


ſelf of the truth of the Trinitarian doctrine; 
have till no faith in the damnatory clauſe 
of the Athanaſian Creed, and would glad- 


ly therefore be excuſed from reading it, 
ſuch Gentlemen are hy no means ſo good 


Churchmen as yourſelf; for you not only 


hold the articles, but everypart ofthe liturgy. 
I ought however to beg your pardon for 
concluding thus haſtily that this 1s your 
ſentiment, ſince I find it oppoſed in your 


preface, God ſorbid that in a caſe where- 


jn we are ſo nearly concerned and in the 
interpretation of the ſacred volume by 
** which both of us are finally to be judged, 


* I ſhould be guilty of an illiberal conſtruc- 
© tion, or for a moment ſuppoſe you actu- 


* ated by any motive but the love of truth: 
on which ever ſide the error lies, it is that, 
„and 


Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 9 


* and that only we can plead in juſtifi- 


cation.“ 


If a love of truth 4 the relative 


that to have a reference to this expreſſion 


as its antecedent) be a plea in juſtification 


of Dr. Prieſtley or yourſelf for error, how 


will you reconcile this idea with the paſſage 
firſt quoted, how can you entertain the be- 
lief that Dr. Prieſtley, to whom you attri- 


bute a love of truth, cannot be admitted 


* to the boſom of his Saviour and God un- 
leſs he re- aſcend the ladder of faith“? 
Again— this laſt paſſage, in which you 
bear teſtimony that Dr. Prieſtley is in his re- 
ſearches influenced by no other motive than 
a love of truth, is at variance alſo with 
other parts of your work; for you accuſe 


the Doctor of diſingenuity, “s of * wretched 


quibbling, and evaſion.“ I forbear to com- 
ment upon this mode of treating a perſon 


of Dr. Prieſtley's long eſtabliſhed and well 


f See Mr. Randolph's preface, p- g. 

g See Mr. Randolph's work p. 57. 

h Sce Do. p. 105. | 
known 
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known refpeQability, I would only refer 
to yourſelf whether, ſuppoſing theſe 
charges to be well founded, ſuch conduct 
in the Doctor would be compatible with 
a love of truth? Can he, who diſ- 

* engenuouſly attempts to involve ſcrip- 
© ture in obſcurity,” and refuſes to meet 
an argument fairly, be an honeſt and candid 
enquirer after truth ? 

Thus Sir you think, that Dr. Prieſtley 
without becoming a Trinitarian may and 
yet. cannot be ſaved, and that he is and is 
not aftuated by a love of truth. 


But it is not in this reſpect alone that Iha ve 


been diſappointed in your work. Although 
the title page AScriptural reviſion of Soci- 
nian arguments” does not clearly explain 


your intention to refute them, yet it was 
not difficult to imagine that this was your 


object. At leaſt I thought in the preſent 
ſtate of the controverly to have ſeen an 
attempt to ſhew that the different rendering 


i See Mr. Randolph's work, p. 57. f | 
| given 
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given by the Humanitarians to many of 
the texts you have quoted, was not agree- 
able to the original. In a profeſſed under- 


taking to prove the weakneſs of our argu- 


ments upon the ground of Scripture, I can- 
not but ſay that JIexpected thus much; but 
this is far from being the caſe : you gene- 
rally produce the common Engliſh verſion 
not only without any confiderations toover- 
throw the tranſlation of others, but without 
even taking notice of it, Perhaps in the 
courſe of a work in which you have adduced 


ſo many texts, you have not ſhewn yourſelf 
aware upon more than two or three occaſi- 


ons that the propriety of the common 
tranſlation is queſtioned. Vou object to 


Dr. Price's rendering of the text ou ap 


WHY pOY NYNGATO TO cu 10 Oe did not c- 
* vet to be honoured as God ' but you 
offer no reaſons in ſupport of your aſſer- 
tion, This then may be called © only 


k See Mr. Randolph's note to page 105, 


% — Py 
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* your own confidential pe dixit; “ fo 
that Dr. Prieſtley may here retaliate upon 
vou. : bx 
In my future letters many inſtances will 
appear of your not having given the leaſt 
hint of any exiſting difference in the ren- 
dering or interpretation of a text. I am 
entirely at a loſs to explain your motives: 
for this filence. I can neither ſuſpect you 
of ignorance as to the various readings 
and interpretations, nor of a wiſh to im- 
poſe upon the public by ſuppreſſing the 
en of your opponents. 


I remain, 


Dear Sir, 


Tours. 


1 See Mr. Randolph's work page 36. By © confidential“ 
I imagine is meant confident, 
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wh E * T E 


An examination of your idea, thiat,“ religion 
las a foundation peculiar to itſelf, the 
foundation of fait. 


DzAx SIR. 


I WOULD nowreply to the 
particular arguments, by which-you think 
to have accompliſhed theoverthrow pf Hu- 
manitarianiſm, but that it is highly proper 
firſt to animadvert upon your aſſertion, 
W * that religion has a foundation peculiar 


to itſelf, the foundation of faith. The 


humble and ſincere Chriſtian, (you ob- ED 
* ſerve) would tell Dr. Prieſtley (is this 


a very reſpectful implication to him, whom 
you allow to be diretted by a love of truth) 
* that in matters of religion, which has a 


foundation peculiar to itſelf, the founda- 
* tion of faith, the whole province of rea- 


* fon muſt be bounded by the teſtimony of 
* faq, and that where he is ſatisfied that 
* a doctrine 


99 1 — 
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* a doctrine is evidently propoſed to him 
© by God, he would not att like-a wiſe 
man in rejecting it becauſe it lies beyond 
the ſphere of natural knowledge.“ If by 
this account you intend no more than 
that the believer in Revelation muſt ſome- 
times aſſent to what he cannot fully ex- 
plain, ſo far from being inclined to diſpute 
the truth of the obſervation I think it 
might be illuſtrated by many inſtances. Let 


n would ngt he underſtood to ſay that we muſt receive 
any thing as true which is poſitively contradifted by our fa- 
culties. Ionly mean that we muſt admit many things be- 
cauſe they are clearly revealed by the word of God, al- 
though a full comprehenſion of them may be above the reach 
of our powers. I regard reaſon as the gift of God, and I 
reverence its clear dictates as the voice of my Maker. The 
Trinitarian will ſurely concur here with me. He will doubt- 
leſs allow that all the faculties of our nature àre derived from 
the bounty of our Univerſal Parent: Let me then aſk him, 
is God capable of contradiction? He will without heñ- 
tation, anſwer in the negative. Now if reaſon be the 
gift of God, and God is incapable of contradiction, he 
will note tell us one thing by reaſon, and the oppofite by Re- 
velation. But if God has by his word given us aſſurance 

| of 
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one ſuffice; the eternity of God is a clear 
principle of natural religion clearly reveal- 
ed in the word of God, though adequate 
conceptions of an exiſtence without be- 
ginning or end cannot be formed by our 
finite faculties. | 
But if by ſaying that © religion EA 

ce foundation peculiar to itſelf, the founda- 
© tionof faith,” you would contend like the 


Biſhop of St. David's, that © ſcience 1s the 


proper object of our natural reaſon, re- 
* ligious truth of faith, I muſt not only 
beg leave to call it a ſtrange poſition, 
but to obſerve that you have not talked 
or acted compatibly with a belief in it. 

A rational conviction of the truth of 
Chriſtianity, muſt precede the reception of 
any of its doctrines. The foundation of re- 


of a Unity of Godhead conſiſting of a Trinity of Gods, 


then his revelation and his language, by our own faculties, 


are in a ſtate of direct hoſtility, One undivided eſſence 
can exiſt but in one perſon; if ſeveral perſons have the 
ſame eſſence, it muſt be a divided eſſence. The contender 
therefore, for a Trinity in Unity, and Unity in Trinity, 
as being the language of God's holy word, muſt We 
God to contradi@ himſelf. 

© See a late charge of the Biſhop's, 
| * vealed 
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vealed, as well as natural religion, muſt be 
laid by an enquiry into their evidences: 
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Agreeably to this idea, our Saviour exhort- 
ed the Jews who believed not in him, to 


examine the prophecies contained in their 
ſcriptures, and compare them with what 
they knew concerning him. By this me- 


thod he propoſed to convince them, that 


- he: was the Meſſiah who was to come. 


* Search the ſcriptures, they are they 
* which teſtiſy of me.“? Thus religious 


knowledge, like knowledge of every othef 


kind, can only be acquired by the exerciſe 
of our intelligent powers: by means of them 


the ſacred, as well as all other writings are 


to be interpreted : In what other way can 
we comprehend even the terms, in which 
the plaineſt and moſt obvious text is 
couched ? 

It remains to ſhew that if in your 2 
our faculties are not to be all employed in 
matters of religion, I ſhall be compelled 


to accuſe you of ſome inconſiſtencies. 


John 5. ver. g. 


% Much 
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„% Much as the ſcriptures have been 


« indebted to the aids of human learning; 


* ;ts awful and conſoling truths depend not 
for an explanation on the acquiſition of 
human ſcience and though in the expo- 
*« ſition of a peculiar paſſage he might ac- 
„ knowledge with deference the illuſtration 
* of ſuperior judgment,” &c.1 The relative 
its can only refer to learning, but the ſenſe 
proves that it muſt be carried back to ſcrip- 
tures have; on a careful review you would 
doubtleſs have preferred their; Another 
paſſage to the ſame effect is, you feel and 
* acknowledge the elucidations of ſcripture 
* from the labours of the learned, and that 
many obſcure paſſages have been render- 
* ed clear by mutual compariſon and re- 
* peated inveſtigation.”* Since then you ad- 
mit that m forming ſome parts of our reli- 
gious creed human learning may be ſervice- 
able, how is this reconcileable with your 
general aſſertion that“ religion has a foun- 
q Mr. Randolph's work page 10. | 
x Ditto page i. 
dation 
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ce dation peculiar to itsſelf, the foundation 


* of faith; by which phraſe you ſeem for 


ever to baniſh the interference of reaſon in 
the diſcovery of religious truth. 

Beſides Sir, let me add that whilſt you 
take ſo much pains to refute Dr. Prieſtley's | 
opinions, you uſe the talent you would de- 
preciate, ſo impoſſible is it to throw off the 
only guide which God has given us for our 


direction. Satisfied © with the reaſons for 


** your faith“ you feel yourſelf called upon 
to defend it Prove you to have abandon- 
** ed the principles of rational enquiry, and 
** you are ready to acknowledge the weak - 
* neſs and inſufficiency of your argu- 


* ment,” 
I remain, 


Dear Sir, 
LVours. 


s Mr. Randolph's preface page 6 
t Mr. Randolph's work page 131 
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LETTER MC: 


Of your objections to Dr. Praeſtley's aſſertion 
that Tuſtin from an attachment to the 
Platonic doctrines concerning Deity was the 


firſt who advanced the Divinity of Chriſt. 


DE AR SIR. 


| Ham G I hope eſtabliſhed 
my right to employ reaſon in the contro- 
- verſy in which I am about to engage, with 
this weapon will I combat. The public 
are to judge (for to them I ſhall ſubmit 
theſeletters)whether you have ſupportedthe 
language you have addreſſed to Dr. Prieſt- 
ley. You intimate that in the Doctor's 
writings there is a parade of argument 
© without illuſtration, an aſſumption of e- | 
* vidence without ſupport, and the imper- | 
* fe&t concluſions of a vague repreſenta- | 
tion.“ By this paſſage I conclude you = 
mean to ſay, that the Doctor's opinions are 1 


r Randolph's work page 6. | | 
1 Es * .  fuppors 
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ſupported by no evidence, and that his 
reaſoning is inconcluſive ; but I muſt con- 


fels that the ſentence is to me inaccurately 
expreſſed, and that the latter part is rather 
obſcure. I have heard of imperfect con- 


cluſions from premiſes, but I can annex 
no meaning to the words, © imperfett con- 


cluſions of a vague repreſentation.” 
Perhaps Dr. Prieſtley's religious tenets 
will be found capable of more ſupport than 
you imagine, and not to be the © conjectures 
of a day, and the progeny of © an enter- 

priſing ſpirit of ſingularity. ”* 

It appears to be the deſign of your work, 
firſt, to overthrow the Doctor's notion that 
Juſtin under the influence of Platonic prin- 


ciples introduced the Doctrine of Chriſt's 


Divinity; ſecondly, to invalidate the argu- 
ments by which the Doctor both from ſcrip- 
ture and the teſtimony of the Apoſtolic 
writers ſeeks to eſtabliſh the ſimple human- 
ity of Chriſt; and thirdly, to confute the 
Doctor's reaſoning in ſupport of the ſole- 


w Mr, Randolph, p. 5 | * 
x Mr. Randoiph's work page 5 


” diüivinity 


Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 21 


divinity of the Father: As I wiſh to make 


it appear that you have failed in each of 


theſe attempts, I ſhall proceed according 


to the ſame order without enquiring whe- 


ther you might not have adopted a better, 


and ſhall examine whether each argument. 
which you have employed, anſwers the 
particular purpoſe for which it was intend- 


ed: And ſince I cannot find that you have 
regularly purſued any of the objects you 
ſeem to have in view, you muſt excuſe me 
if I ſometimes move backwards and for- 
wards, from one part of your work to an- 
other. Before you have brought to a con- 
cluſion your obſervations to ſhew * that 
the doctrine of our Lords mere humanity 
js not the clear doctrine of the Scrip- 


* tures, ”” you digreſs into an enquiry of 


ſome length, © how far the faith of Chriſ- 


« tians in early times tends to ſettle and 
* corroborate the Doctor's interpretation of 
* Scripture language and then you re- 


y Mr, Randolph's work page 15. | 
z Do, page 23. 


— 3 | vert 


me. ALL i th. Oey 


. 


22 Letters to 5 the Rev. Francis Randolph 
vert to the ſubject you had quitted : next 


cc 


you begin a ſurvey of the Doctor's © zrre- 


fragableproofs,”* of the ſole divinity of the 
Father, but in the courſe of a few pages 
you return a ſecond time to y the 


Doctor's zrrefiſtible arguments, in favor 
of the ſimple Humanity of Chriſt. 


SECTION, * 


Of your objection that Paul aſſerted the di- 
vinity of - Chriſt long before the time * 


foe. 


I attempting to prove that 
Dr. Prieſtley is under a miſtake in ſuppoſing 
that Juſtin Martyr was the firſt © who 


* advanced the Divinity of Chriſt you 
obſerve that many years before this Au- 
thor, Paul © in his epiſtles to the Chriſtian 


Churches, clearly and repeatedly aſſert- 
© ed the ſame doctrine as a fundamental 


article of belief.“ 


a Mr R andolph's work page 95. 
b Ditto page 95. 

© Ditto page 8. 

d Ditto page 8. 


Now 
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Now Sir, when you quote Dr. Prieſtley, 
as repreſenting Juſtin to have been the firſt 
vrho advanced the Divinity of Chriſt,” you 

muſt underſtand the Doctor to ſay that 
Juſtin © broached the doctrine“ either of 
Chriſt being co-equal and co-eternal with 
the Father, or, of Chriſt being a divine 
perſon inferior to the Father. If you have 
taken Dr. Prieſtley in the former ſenſe, 
you formed an erroneous notion. 

Dr. Prieſtley in his Ecclefiaſtical hiſtory, 
vol. 2d. p. 327, obſerves that © Baſil, Peter, 
* and Gregory, three brothers who lived 
© at the latterend of the century, were the 
* firſt champions of the full equality of the 
Son with the Father. And in his Argu- 
* ments from Hiſtory againſt the Divinity of 
* Chriſt,” he obſerves p. 206, 216. © There 
is a pretty eaſy gradation in the progreſs 

* of the doctrines of the Divinity of Chriſt, 
* as he was firſt thought to be God in 
* ſome qualified ſenſe of the word, a diſ- 
_ © tinguiſhed emanation from the ſupreme 


e Mr, Randolph's works, page 8, 
| C 4 “mind 
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* mind, and then the logos or wiſdom of : 
** God perſonified, and this was firſt thought 


© to be only occaſionally detached from 
* the Deity, and then drawn into his eſſence 


* again, before it was imagined, to have a 
permanent perſonality diſtinct from that 


* ot the ſource from which it ſprang. And 
*/ 1t was not until after 400 years after that 
* time that Chriſt was thought ta be pro- 


** perly equal to the Father Theſe paſ- 
ſages as well as many more which might - 
be ſelected from the Doctor's works, ſhew 
that if you have underſtood him to aſſert 
that Juſtin introduced the Doctrine of 


Chriſt's equality to the Father, __ have 
fallen i into an error. 


I will now ſuppoſe that you rightly 
underſtood the Doctor to aſſert, that 


Juſtin firſt ſuggeſted the notion of Chriſt 
being a divine perſon who was inferior to 
che Father, and his agent in the formation 
of the Univerſe. *© This ſame doctrine“ 
you obſerve © Paul clearly and repeatedly 
tafſerted many years before Juſtin wrote:“ 


If 


— 
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If then Paul preached no other doctrine 
thanthe inferior divinity of theSon tothe Fa- 


ther, neither the paſſage, Let the ſame mind 


be in you which was alſo in Chriſt Jeſus who 
being in the form of God thought it not rob 
bery to be equal with God, nor any other 
expreſſions uſed by this Apoſtle can be 
adduced by you to prove the equality of 


the Son to the Father, unleſs indeed you 


contend that equality and inferiority are 
terms of the ſame ſignification. 

But in which ever of theſe two ſenſes you 
have underſtood Dr. Prieſtley when he 
ſpeaks of Juſtin having firſt advanced the 


divinity of Chriſt” ; the texts you have cho- 


ſen, if rightly taken, amount to no proof 
of any divinity in Chriſt. 


_ PHr1t1PPIANS, Chap. 2, ver. 6. Let this 


* mind be in you which was alſo in Chriſt 


Ilan who, bring in the form of God, 
* thought it not robbery to be equal with God, 


but made himſelf of no reputation, and 
* took upon him the form of a ſervant ; and 
* was made in the likeneſs of man, and be- 

ing 
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* ing found in faſhion as a man, he humbled 


* hamfelf and became obedient unto death, 
* even the death of the croſs; wherefore 
God alſo hath highly exalted him and given 
jim a name Sc. Can words more clear- 
ly ſhew that the Apoſtle did not conſider 
Chriſt as God? The form of a thing he 
plainly diſtinguiſhes from the thing itſelf. 

But let us continue our enquiry how 
far this paſſage will bear the n 
interpretation ? 


Who, being in the form of God, thought it 


not robbery to be equal with God. In reſpect 
of his divine nature Chriſt is conceived to 
be co- equal and eo- eternal with the Father, 
and one with him ſo as to be together but one 
God; according tothe Trinitarians therefore 
the meaning of this language of the Ap- 
poſtle muſtbe, who being in the nature of 

f Trinitarians with to have it underſtood that op 


in this paſſage means Nature : but if wopÞy O means the 
nature of God, then open Is AE means the nature of a ſer- 


vant, which cannot be, ſince dg does not relate to a dif. 


tinftion of nature, but a ſocial diſtinction in the ſame 


Natur e. 
God 


— 
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God, thought it not robbery to be equal 
to himſelf, &c. 

And became obedient to the death of the 
croſs, wherefore God alſo hath exalted him 
and given him a name, that every tongue 
ſhould confeſs that Feſus Chriſt is Lord to 
the glory of God the Father. How often is 
Chriſt, in this ſame paſſage, diſtinguiſhed 
from God !—Beſides, how could God ad- 
| vance to a higher ſtate, a divine perſon 
equally omnipotent, nay one with himſelf ? 
Recourſe will probably be had to the diſ- 
tinction of natures in Chriſt; and it will 
be urged that it was only his human nature 
which was exalted. But the Trinitarian 
may here be confuted upon his own prin- 
ciples. The Being who was exalted was 
one who being in the form of God, took 


upon him the form of a ſervant” or in Tri- 


nitarian language, one who though God, 
condeſcended to aſſume our nature. But 
let it be only the human nature of Chriſt 
which was ſohighly elevated by God; then 


* 
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upon him the form ofa ſervant and hum- 
* bled himſelf, and became obedient” &c; 
he was exalted. 
for his condeſcenſion in uniting himſelf to 
man, and no other than his human nature 


received the reward: his human nature 
was rewarded for becoming human nature. 
For theſe reaſons the Trinitarian hy- 


potheſis Fane How little ground. 
then 1s t he triumph of Beza, who 


in ſpeaking of this paſſage of PAul, ſays, 
* quo v alius eft ad refellendas omnes ad- 
* verſus Chriftt perſanam hœreſes illuſtrior.“ 
Indeed we learn from the teſtimony of Ori- 


gen, Novatian, and the Churches of Vien- 


ne and Lions that this paſſage was not tak- 


en by them 1n the ſen ſe given in our tranſ- 
lation; and that they never thought 1 it af. 


forded any e of the — of Chriſt 

to God. 
But that this text will not bear the Ari- 

an better than the Trinitarian conſtruction, 


is 


the following reaſoning is good. Becauſe 
_ Chriſt © who was in the form God, took 


If then he was rewarded 
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is evident from the clear language of 
Paul. The gift of grace which is by one man 
Chriſt Jeſiis, Romans v, 15. Since by man 
came death, by man came alſo the reſurrec- 
tion of the dead,; for as in Adam all die, 
even fo in Chriſt ſhall all be made alive, 1 
Cor. xiv, 22, 29. There is one Mediator 
between God and man, the man Chriſt 
Jeſus, 1 TIM. ii. 8. If the Apoſtle un- 
derſtood Chriſt to be of a ſuperior nature, 
he uſed ſtrange language, and which he 
muſt have known could not but deceive; 
it muſt have been his object not to inſtruct 
in the right faith, thoſe to whom he wrote 

his Epiſtles, but to lead them into a falſe 
belief. Since therefore we can only inter- 
pret the Apoſtle in theſe paſſages as repre- 
ſenting Chriſt to be a mere man: other 
paſſages which will bear equally well more 
than one conſtruction, muſt be explained 
conſiſtently with the former unambiguous 
declarations.” If then this text to the Pa1- 


LIPIANS, and the others you have adduced, 
py could 
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could be as well interpreted in our manner No 
as in that given by you, I ſhould be war- 1 
ranted in pronouncing that we had adopt - 6 
ed the right ſenſe, and much more ſo if it : 
ſhould appear that our interpretation has ral 
the greateſt ſupport according to the genu- lan 
ine meaning of the original. he: 
© os eU fie pn Oer vrapxwy,” who bearingthe Fa 
{gens of God, in as much as God Jol 
by him ſuſpended the laws of nature, and MW * 
performed miracles. poppy, which in the | 
common verſion 1s tranſlated from, is in Cn 
other ' paſſages uſed to denote only re- on 
ſemblance. ſee Mark xvi, 12, &c. fee the I 
ne 


compounds of the ſame word, MATT. xvii, 
: ou apWey ov 1YYNGHTO ro E004 un Os, did | 


not think that he ought to make an oſten- dit 
tatious diſplay of that reſemblance to God, — 
as conquerors are uſed to exhibit the ſpoils un 
they have taken. &pI AY [ov . eſt lo- _ 
cutio Syriaca” lays Grotius. Solent qui ali- - 
u 


quidbellica virtute peperere id omnibus often- 
tari, ut Romani in triumpho facere ſolebant. tie 
; Non 
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Non multo aliter Plutarchus in Timoleonte 
& „% apmayy 1YNGETO. | eu ſuus eſt, non vendi- 


| © tavit Chriſtus, non jactavit 1ftam potenti- 


79 


* am. To eat ie Otw, This neuter plu- 
ral 1s according to the cuſtom of the Greek 
language to be taken adverbially and ſigni- 
fies likeneſs not equality. Jos x. 10. 

Haſt thou not curdled me (wa rvpw) as cheeſe. 


| Job xi. 12. Man is born (i OV EpyuTy ) like 


a wild aſſes colt, &c. 

c EQUTOV Ext Vονεε, but emptied himſelf, or 
conducted himſelf, except upon thoſe occaſi- 
ons where a ſtriking diſplay of power was 


neceſſary for his Father's glory and the be- 


nefit of mankind, like a man who was not 


thus highly favored by God. 


_ woppmuns E ð taking upon him the con- 


dition of a ſervant, preferring to appear like 


a perſon who came not to be miniſtered 
unto but to miniſter. 

e 0fpolophceeTt ar Opwarwvyevopuevcs being in the 
likeneſs of man, being ſubje& to the ſame 
ſufferings, and expoſed to the ſame infirmi- 


ties as other men. 
| . 


uy r 
[| 
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. EXNLEAT: EvpE Oels 8 we av) puTog ET OQ- [i 
 Teivwgev EQUTOV YEV0pueres um; pexp: OcvaTs Phil 
&c. and being in the circumſtances and Ml ch: 
condition of a mortal man, he humbledhim- 4 
felf by being obedient even unto death, the Chr 
death of the croſs, although he could have fake 
| prayed to his Father to come to his aſſiſtance vert 
with legions of angels. The Apoſtle makes 0 
the kumility of his maſter to conſiſt of two diy 


parts. Although he bore the reſemblance ¶ bcc: 
of God in the works which God per- nig 


formed by him, he was contented to appear ſaly 
in the low condition of a ſervant, nay more, diti 
he voluntarily ſurrendered himſelf even to dea 
a painful and ignominious end.“ EY he 
ps 8 | If har 
5 eure Oel often, means no more than the Latin exiſtent the 
Pierce in loco. bel 
h I do not offer this as a new explanation, Mr. Ran- © 
dolph ſurely muſt have been acquainted with it, though bs 
for ſome reaſons he did not chooſe to notice it. The Au- tex 
chors I have made uſe of, are Chriſſie on the Divine Uni- 
ty, p. 244 to 249. Lindſey's ſequel, 272 278. I ſtrong - Lin 
ly recommend the latter to Mr. Randolph's attention. ban 
Though many Members of the eſtabliſhed Church will lam 
not look into a book was bears the name of Prieſtley, or he 1 


Lindley, 1 
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If this be the right interpretation of 
Philippians c. ii. v. 6, then we diſcover in 


| what ſenſe we are to take, 2 Cor. ch. viii. 


v. 9. Ye know the grace of our Lord Jeſus 
Chriſt, that though he was rich, yet for our 
fakes he became poor, that we through his Ho- 
verty maght be made rich. 
Chriſt, though he was rich in holineſs and 
divine communications, for our ſakes 
became poor, that we through his poverty 
might be made rich, for us men and for our 
ſalvation preferred a low and humble con- 
dition, , and became obedient even unto.- 
death, although by praying to his Father, 
he might have been reſcued from the 
hands of his enemies. The terms ye know 
the grace certainly allude to a previous 
belief in the Corinthians. * What that pre- 
vious belief was, may be ſeen from the 
texts above quoted from the 15 Chapter 


Lindſey, and, if they found one of their productions in the 
hands of any part of their family would caſt it into the 
flames, Mr. Randolph has afforded ſufficient proofs that 
he is not under the influence of ſuch illiberality. 


i See Mr. Randolph's work Page 103: 4. 5 : and 6, 
2 of 
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of the 1ſt. Epiſtle to this ſame Church at 
Corinth, v. 21. 22. For fince by man caine 


death, by man came alſo the ręſurrection of 


the dead : For as in Adam all died, even /o 
en Chriſt ſhall all be made ative. Could 
the Corinthians having heard this lan- 
guage believe Chriſt to be more than 
man p Is it then likely that they underſtood 
Paul to ſpeak in the paſſage now before us 
of a pre-exiſtent dignity _— Chriſt had 
| _ a time laid down, and was © tore- aſſume 

* at an appointed period ?” * 

Let it not be objected that by my inter- 
pretation the expreſſions are ſuppoſed to 
be figurative, they are equally ſo with 


Trinitarians and Arians ; neither of them 
think that Chriſt in his glorified ſtate prior 
to his deſcent on earth actually poſſeſſed. 


money. Beſides, the words {hat we might 
be made rich ſufficiently indicate that 
rich and poor are not uſed literally, and 
will not ſuffer us to doubt what the Apoſtle 
meant by the riches of Chriſt, 


x See Ditto page 85. 


1 have 


K 


- = 
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I have here introduced my interpretati- 
on of this text, becauſe I agree with you in 
thinking that it is to be explained con- 
formably to the former paſſage from the 
Philippians. | | 

Who ts the image of the Inviſible God, the 


firſt born of every creature, for it pleaſed 


the Father that in him all fulneſs ſhould 
dwelt: Col. ch. i. v. 15, 19. This is an - 
other text which you bring forward to ſhew 
that Paul conſidered Chriſt to be God ; 
but if Chriſt be only the image of God, he 
cannot be God, for the image of a thing 
can never be ſaid to be the thing itlelf 
and if firſt born of every creature, or of the 
whole creation ( Tagns xTGews ) be ſup- 
poſed to mean the firſt diſplay of God's 
creative power, | Chriſt having been cre- 

| D 2 1 


I Primogenitum Hebræis dicitur (ſays Grotius, ) et quod primum, 


et quod ſummum eſt in quoque genere: and he recites many 
paſſages by way of illuſtration. Dr. Sykes obſerves, 
upon Hebrews xii. 2g, the church of the firſt born, whoſe names 
are written in heaven, By Chriſt we are all called tobe the 
6: firſt born, that is, to be all hailowed, and to be called God's 

| 6 peculiar 
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ated, there muſt have been a time when he 
was not, and was brought into exiſtence : : 
how then can he be God ? | | 
For it pleafed the Father that in bis, all 
 Fulneſs ſhould dwell: or, for it ſeemed good 
to the Father by him to inhabit all fulneſs. 
The words immediately preceding, and he 
is the head of the body, the Church who is the 
beginning, the firſt born from the dead, that 
in all things he might have the pre-emmence, 
for it ſeemed Sc. make it clear that the 
Apoſtle is ſpeaking of the power of Chriſt 
as head of the ſpiritual body or kingdom ; 
for it ſeemed good (to the Father) by him 
to exerciſe dominion over the Church. 
This ſenſe of the word “ ſays 
Mr. Lindſey“ is obſervable in the paral- 
* lel place, Ephes. 1, 2g. where our A- 
* poſtle calls the church, i. e. all true be- 


& heculiar, as were the firſt born, before the Levites were 

ce taken in their ſtead,” | | 
Intelligo autem (ſays Wetſtein i in loco) her x novam creatu- 

ram et mundum renatum per doctrinam Chriſti Jenfa Fs Gro- 

tius maintains the ſame opinion. 

4. kevers 
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* levers, the fulneſs of him ( 1. e. God) 
* that filleth all in all” ® | 
You next adduce a text from the He- 
brews, which epiſtle ſome fuppoſe not to 
have been written by Paul.” Heb. c. ii. 
v. 16. For verily he took not on him the na- 
ture of Angels, but he took on ham the ſeed of 
Abraham. From the expreſſion he took not 
on him, Sc. you infer, that Chriſt had an 
exiſtence previous to his appearance on 
earth, and that he aſſumed our nature. 
. You have not mentioned that the margin 
of your Bible renders eai\apCave ra: took 
* holdof,” andthat in the opinion of a very 
learned writer (Mr. Lindſey) exmapCavs ra 
fignifies to take hold of a perſon with a 
view to aſſiſt him. If Mr. Lindfey be not 
miſtaken, your ſenſe of this paſſage is en- 
tirely overthrown. Ought you not there- 
fore to have attempted a confutation of his 
opinion ? To me it is a matter of indiffer- 


m Mr, Lindſey's ſequel, page 483, 
n Whether this ſuppoſition be well founded or not, I ſhall 
not enquire, but ſhall proceed in every reſpett as if this epiſ- 


tle was, indubitably the production of Paul, 
. Dg ence 
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ence whether this criticiſm be juſt or not. 
I rely upon ſome verſes in this ſame 2 ch. 
to the Hebrews in which Chriſt is repreſent- 
ed as brought into exiſtence, or made by 
the power of another. Jeſus, who was 
* made a little lower than the Angels“ v. 9. 
« For it behoved him to be made in all reſpetts 
ile unto his brethern,” v. 17. | 

Would the Apoſtle have expreſſed jen 

ſelf, thus, had it been an article of his faith 
that Chriſt had aſſumed our nature ? Cer 


tainly not. | 
If the reaſoning I have „ be 


unexceptionable, and the interpretation I 
have given of the texts you have brought 
forward be right, you have indeed but ill 
ſupported your opinion that Paul long be- 
fore the time of Juſtin preached the Divi- 
nity of Chriſt, | 
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SEC TION I. 
Of your objection that the people in general at 
the time when Juſtin wrote, were beltevers 


in the divinity of Chriſt. 


Ix proof of this point you ad- 
duce the following extract from Juſtin. 
The opinions therefore, for whichwe contend, 
we do notderive from others, but others from 
us; among Chriſt.ans unacquainted withtherr 
alphabet, rude and vulgar mim their ſpeech, but 
wiſe and faithful in mind, among even the 
maimed and the blind the ſame may be heard 
andlearnt ; ſo that evidently theſe things were 
not the production of human wiſdom, but de- 
clared in the power of God. 

It is ſomewhat ſtrange that in a profeſſed 
undertaking to reply to Dr. Prieſtley on this 
head you ſhould bring forward this paſſage 
as an objection, without animadvertingupon 
the anſwer which Dr. Prieſtley has himſelf 
given to it. I ſhall therefore here make the 
Dottor ſpeak for himſelf, who recites this 

D 4 | ſame 
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ſame paſſage with the words which immedi- 


ately precede it, and obſerves thus © Butall 
* that we can infer from this paſſage is, that 
** theſe common people had learned from 
** Moles that the world was made by the power 


* and wiſdom(orthe logos) of God; that the 


* ſerpentinthe wilderneſsre preſented Chriſt; 


and that there was a ſpirit of God that mov- 


* ed on the face of the waters: in ſhort, that 
* theſeplain people had been at the ſource 


from which Plato had borrowed his philo- - 

e ſophy. It is by no means an explicit de- 
% claration that theſe common people 

* Fehn that the logos and the ſpirit 


* were perſons diſtin from God.” 

| Beſides, Sir, it may be ſhewn from other 
parts of Juſtin's works, that he could ne- 
ver here have intended to ſay that the peo- 


ple of his time entertained the ſame belief 


as himſelf, as to the Godhead of Chrift. 
He fancied that in his i interpretation of the 
logos as a Rue he was favored by ſu- 


o Prieftley's hiſtory of 9 opinions, 3. Vol. page 249 
pernatural 
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pernatural aſſiſtance; and ſays that he thinks 
it his duty to communicate the ſame bene- 
fit to others, which God had imparted to 
him. Could Juſtin have taken up this idea, 
if the general ſentiment of his day as to 


Chriſt was the ſame as his own ? or does 


he reaſon like one who believed that his 
opinion had the ſanction of the majority, 
when he ſays,** Jeſus may ſtill be the Chriſt 
* of God, though I ſhould not be able to 
prove his pre- exiſtence as the Son of God 
* who made all things; for though I ſhould 


not prove that he had pre-exiſted, it will 
© be right to ſay that in this reſpe& only I 
© have been deceived, and not to deny that 


p When he is about to explain the divine appearance to 
Jacob, he thus addreſſes the Jews, «I ſhall tell you plain 


fact without any art or embelliſhment of words, for which 


J have no talent. But it. hath pleaſed God of his eſpeci- 


al favor to impart to me the gift of underſtanding his 
ſcriptures, And of this his grace to me I call upon all 


to partake freely, and without reward; leſt, for not com- 
municating ſo great a benefit to others I ſhould myſelf 


be condemned in the judgment which the Creator of 
he world will exerciſe by our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 


Juſtin's. Dialogues, cum Tryph page 154 


cc he 


WD 
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he is the Chriſt if he appears to be a man 


* born of men, and to have become Chriſt 
© by election. 


SECTION I. 


Of your objeftion that nothing exited in the 


ſchools which could haveled Juſtin to per- 
Jonafy the logos. 


As the Heathen Philoſophers © 
held the Doctrine of inferior Gods as ema- 
nations from the Deity, and inſtruments 
by which he carried on his works, it was 


not unnatural that Juſtin, who had ſtudied 
in their ſchools, and was an admirer of 
their learning, ſhould conceive the logos 


to be the firſt of thoſe Aons. Auſtin's ac- 


knowledgment will ſhew, that perſon, who 


vas converſant with the doctrines of Plato, 
might from thence not 1mprobably be in- 


duced to conſider Chriſt as the logos by 


whom the worlds were made. Auſtin owns 


4 Juſtin's Dialogues. edition Thirlby, page 225. 
| that 
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that he had no idea of Chriſt's divinity until 
he became acquainted with the writings of 
Plato, in which he learned the doctrine of 
the logos. Auſtin was before of the ſe 
of the Ebionites, who held the manhood, 
but rejected the divinity of Chriſt. 


SECTION IV. 
Of your objection that Juſtin, inſtead of 


ce accommodating Chr iſtianity ta the noli- | 
* ons of Pagan Philoſophy, is appealing to 
& #ho abſurdity of phaloſophacal tenets.” 9 


Tone this reaſoning good 
it ſhould be ſhewn, that Juſtin is ex poſing 
the abſurdity of that particular part of the 
pagan philoſophy, from vhich it is ſuppoſ- 
ed that he was induced to conſider the logos, 
not as an attribute of God, but as a perſon. 
But this is far from being the caſe. To 
econcile a Roman Emperor to the recep- 

on of Chriſtianity he ſays to this effect. 
And if in an extraordinary manner Chriſt 


_— Bug 
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„be the Logos of God, this is common 
* with thoſe who call Mercury the Logos 
0 that declares the will of God.“ Juſtin 


himſelf here points out afimilarity between | 
the Heathen, philoſophy and his own | 
ſcriptural notions ; and in his Apology | 


for Chriſtianity urges that very ſingularity. 


| x Juſtin's Apology. Ed, Thurlby, page 33 


An; 
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L. ETI 


Animadverfions on the arguments by which 


you endeavor to ſhew that our Lord's mere 
humanityzsnot tſiedoctrine of the Scriptures, 


DEAR SIR. 


Accoxbm G to the or- 


der laid down I proceed to examine your 
objettions to Dr. Prieſtley's arguments in 
ſupport of the ſimple humanity of Chriſt. 

With a view I preſume to give your adver- 
ſary a complete overthrow you have not 


been content with a “ ſcriptural 'reviſt- | 
on, but would turn againſt himſelf the 


Teſtimony of the Apoſtolic writers. - The 


uſe you have made of the ſacred writings. | 


ſhall be the ſubject of this letter. 


SEC-TI ON, L | 
Of your argument from ſome paſſages in the 
writings of John and Paul. 


| To what purpoſe Sir, is it 
to bring forward the beginning of John's 
Goſpel, in which the Apoſtle aſſerts that 
ihe word vas made fleſh, and dwelt (or rather 

tabernacled) 


 —— —-Y —— __— _ — . | 


le nd ES r be a _ FS CTY Las WE 


; 
| 
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tabernacled) amongſt us, and that we beheld 
hits Glory Sc. unleſs you firſt eſtabliſh the 
propriety ofſuppoſing that the logos means 
Chrilt—Logos being of the maſculine gen- 


der; the pronoun ovros will equally apply 


other Logos be a divine perſon or an at- 

tribute of the divine mind.“ There was a 
verſion of John's Goſpel, in the time of 
Queen Elizabeth which tranſlated logos 
reaſon and ovroc, it. 

Your note from Dr. Campbell, from 
whom you look for ſupport, may in myjudg- 
ment be turned againſt you ay he acknow- 
ledges to denote a human being, i. e. man 
conſiſting not merely of fleſh, but of body 
and ſoul ; but yet he tranſlates eyevero gp 
became incar nate, which, as Mr. Lindſey 
has juſtly obſerved, means no more in plain 
Engliſh than the putting into fleſh. Had the 
Dottor not departed from what he allows 


s Why it may be aſked muſt the pronoun oog 
have a Perſonal reference” ? See Mr. Randolph” s note 
to page 7 of his work. From the ſacred writings, many 


inſtances may be adduced, in which obrog relates to things, 


AiQov ov .¾ dH 04 on000 peeve; oog 6%, 
£:5 XEORKAmvV VWVIC MATTHEW xxi 42. ſee alſo Mars 
IV 18. MARK Xl} 10, &c. 


ſal 
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ta] 


Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 47 
to be © the letter of the original ” for the 
ſake of a rendering which he thought cloſ- 
*ert5 the ſenſe,” he would have tranſlated 
aero gpg became a human being, or a mor- 
tal man. You have recourſe Sir, to Dr. 
Campbell where he is condemned by his 
own confeſſion. 
You next proceed to obſerve that John 
* afterwards in his epiſtles to his chriſtian 
* brethren alludes immediately to the ſame 
12 of the re- exiſtence, divinity, and 
creative exertion of the word as the ſoun- 
* dation of their belief.” * TT 
That which was from the eginning, that 
eternal life which was with the Father, and 
was manifeſted unto us, that which we have 
ſeen and heard declare we unto you." | 
That John neither by this, nor any 
e other paſſage regarded Chriſt as equal to 
75 the Father, may be eaſily decided without 
quitting this ſame epiſtle. And we have 
te een, and do teſtify, that the Father ſent 
Ae Son to be the Saviour, of the world, 


"4 t See Mr. Randolph's note to Page 15 
E u See Ditto page 16. | 


K * Firſt Epiiltle of John, chap. i. 
1 Mo ſoever 


— 


x Ditto, chap. ii. ver. 7. 
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Whoſoever ſhall confeſs that Teſus 1s the 
Son of God &c. If Jeſus was the Son of 


God, he cannot be God; and if /ent by the 
Father, how can he be equal to him? 


Nor does the beginning of the firſt epiſ- 


tle of John in the leaſt ſerve the cauſe of 
Arianiſm. That which was from the begin- 


ning only means from the beginning that 
Chriſt preached. Brethren I write no new 
commandment unto you, but an old com- 


mandment which ye had from the begin- 
ning, the old commandment is the word 


which ye have heard from the beginning.* 
That eternal life which was with the 
Father Sc. declare we unto you 1. e. we ſhew 


unto you that doctrine of eternal life, 
which was in the councils of the F ather, 


and manifeſted unto us by Jeſus Chriſt. 
You likewiſe © build your faith on the 


obvious meaning of the phraſe, come in 


* the fleſh,” in the 1 1 88 of John, c. iv. 


a Ditto chap. iv ver. 14, 15. 


See Mr, Randolph's works, page 16. 
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v. 3. Hereby know we the ſpirit of God, every 
ſhirit that confe effeth that Feſus Chriſt is come in 
the fle fie eſh, is of God. Dr. Prieſtley from an at- 
tention to the Jewiſh idiom alledges the 


— expreſſion come in the fleſh, to be ſolely 
f expreſſive of our Lord's humanity. With 
—ſubmiſſion to you Sir I muſt aver, that 
it there is no better way of determining the 
195 meaning of a phraſe, than to conſult the 
55 idiom of tlie language, and if the ſame 
- WW writer affords no aſſiſtance, to examine the 
4 works of his cotemporary countrymen. 
4 Certain it is that the Jews, who had no 
e idea of their Meſſiah being a pre- exiſtent 
. ſpirit, underſtood no more by this phraſe 
©, come in the fleſh, than that Meſſias their de- 
„ WW liverer was born, and was come amongſt 
: them. Nor is there any thing puzzling in 
| the queſtion whether ev capy: be a mere e 
” pletive.” I anſwer that in this caſe it is 
* not: Meſſias was conſtantly ſpoken of 


as he that was to come. When he made 


z As an inſtance where it is a mere expletive take Col. 
ch. 2. v. 1. For I would yeknew what great conſtict I have for you, 
B —_ for at many as have not ſeen my face inthe fleſh, (ev gp.) 


= his 
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his appearance, it was ſaid that he was 
come ; and as many demied his corpo- 
real exiſtence, ſaying that he was only 
a phantom, 2 Apoſtle lays great * 
that he was © come in the fleſh,” 
point particularly at this error of Fg 
Gnoſtics.* 8 
Jam however content to follow you in 
your attempts to explain this phraſe by 
John's own writings. © In his Book of 
Revelation the perſonification of the 
* aoyo; is ſurely ſomething more than figura- 
* tive. And he was clothed with a veſture 
* dipt in blood, and his name is called THE 
© WORD OF GOD; and he hath on his veſ- 
* ture and on hs thigh a name written, King 
* of Kings, and Lord of Lords. The titlethe 
* Wordof God muſt denote the ſame perſon, 
* whom John 1n his goſpel calls by the ſame 
a Dr. Prieſtley has ſomewhere given this ſame explana- 
tion, ſo that he has not evaded the queſtion when ſtrong- 
6 ly put to him, whether ey apy (mn the fleſh) was to be 
c conſidered as a mere expletive.” See Mr, Randolph's 


work, page 16. 
b Revel, xix. 13, 16. 


name 


Ee 
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name.“ I will not ſay to you in the harſli 
terms you have addreſſed to Dr. Prieſtley, 
that you have © quoted this paſſage without 
having examined it ;** but I would aſk 
whether you ought not to have offered 
ſome objettions to the different interpreta- 
tions of very able commentators. 

His name Shall be called the word of God. 
The ſacred writers frequently denominate 
perſons from ſome particular circumſtance in 
their ſituation, or from their character, or 


from the office which they perform. jeſus, 7 
with whom the divine wiſdom dwelt, or ta- 


bernac led, is called the Mord of God, as the | 
revealer of the Father's will, If this idea 


be juſt, Chrift is not ſhewn to be more than 
man by the name which 1s appropriated to 


lim. And if you would infer Divinity 


from this appellation merely, you might 
as well infer that Elihu and Eliatha were 


e See Mr. Randolph's wk page 18. 


See Ditto, page 84. I cannot think that fuch lan- 


guage is ftrifly applicable to Dr. Prieſtley, nor that he 
ought to be accuſed of not being converſant with the 
book of common prayer.“ See ditto page 99. 


7 divine 
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divine perſons, becauſe the former ſignifies 
he is my God, and the latter thou art my God; 


nay you might as well infer the divinity of 
the city of Jeruſalem from this expreſſion, 


And this is the name wherewith ſhe hall be 


called, Jehovah our righteouſneſs. - 
King of Kings and Lord of Lords. The 


Father is called God, even the God of 


Chriſt ; and therefore Chriſt cannot be cal- 


led King of Kings, and Lord of Lords, ſo as 
to exalt him to a proper equality with the 


Father. We muſt underſtand this title ac- 
cording to whom it is applied. It is given 
to the Father as Supreme, from whom all 
beings derive their exiſtence and powers; 
it is given to the Son, becauſe the Father's 
whole authority in the government of the 
Church was delegated to him. This rule 
we follow in other caſes; when we find the 
word Gods applied to Angels, we never ſup- 
pole them of the ſame nature with God, 

nor equal to him ; when Kings or Judges 
are called Gods, we do not on that account 
imagine them to be more than men. Chriſt 
15 
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is only King of Kings in ſuch a ſenſe as is 


conſiſtent with the declaration made con- 
cerning him, /have ſet my King upon my ho- 
ly hull of Sion, Pſalms 2. ver. 6. And he 
is only Lord of Lords in ſuch a ſenſe as is 
conſiſtent with one who was made ſuch by 
the Father. Acts 2 ver. 36. Therefore let 
all the houſe of 1frael know aſſiuredly, that 
God hath made that ſame Jeſus whom ye 
crucified, both Lord and Chriſt. 
Thus there is nothing in this phraſe, 
King of Kings and Lord of 3 de- 
notes a ſuperior nature in Chriſt; and thus 
an explanation may be given of this great 
event“ by one who believes the authenti- 
* city of the narrative, without admitting 
that Chriſt was from everlaſting in the 
* eternal boſom of his Father.“ | 
But being aware that there can be no 
contradiction between John and the other 
Apoſtles, you think it neceſſary to aim at a 
refutation of Dr. Prieſtley's argument drawn 
from the epiſtles of Paul. Dr. Prieſtley 


e See Mr. Randolph's work, page 18. 
S422 ſays 
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ſays, that John, when he ſpeaks of Chriſt's 


coming in the /ieſh, means the ſame as Paul, 
when he writes to the Hebrews, Foraſmuch 


then as the children are partakers of fleſh and 


blood, he alſo took part of the ame, and that 
this laſt paſſage relates only to the huma- 


nity of Chriſt, You however are of op1- 
nion, that although i it is expreſſive of his 


2 humanity, it is as certainly expreſſive of 
an affumed humanity.”'* You form your 
concluſion from the term took part of the 


ſame, but this ought to have been rendered 
| partook of the  /ame, ( PMETEGXNE TwV QUT ). It 18 
affirmed that he was a partaker of fleſh and 
blood like the children ; it might with the 
ſame propriety therefore be contended that 
they pre-exilted, as well as he. 

After having erroneouſly ſuppoſed this 


text to be expreſſive of a pre-exiſtence in 


Ch riſt, you give your explanation of ag he: 


meaning, when he aſſigns as a reaſon for 


Chriſt being a partaker of fleſh and blood, 


F Chap, 2. ver. 14. 
& Mr. Randolph's work, Page 19. 


that | 


e 


8 


„ 


— 
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that he (Chriſt) m:ght become a merciful and 
faithful High Prigſt.“ pn 
It was that by exhibiting in his own 
* perſon a proof of faith and patience un- 
« der the ſevereſt trials and afflictions he 
* (Chriſt ) might lend to his divine precepts 
the excitement of human example.” — 
The example 1s better adapted to us, if we 
conſider our Maſter to have been but a 
ſuffering man : juſtly might we imagine 
that a ſuperior nature, and {ſuperior powers 
to ourſelves in{ ſpired a faith and patience 
beyond our imitation. 7 
It was that in lifting up our minds to- 
* wards his holy habitation, he might ſhield 
* them from the terror of doubt, and give 
to our imagination as it were a reſting 
place in its boundleſs flight.” * If Chriſt 
be regarded as a mere man, who had no 
exiſtence before his appearance in the 
world, but who acted under the authority 


h Heb. 2. v. 17. 1 
i Mr. Randolph's work, page 20. 
k Ditto page 20. | 
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of God, and clearly revealed a future life 


of endleſs happineſs upon repentance and 
reformation of life, how upon this ſyſtem 
is the mind to be more tormented with 


doubt than upon yours ?—Can the imagi- 


nation better fix than upon an omnipreſent 
God both able and willing to relieve all our 
reaſonable wants? can we cheriſh more 
delightful hopes than thoſe of perfect and 
eternal bliſs ? and are not thoſe hopes e- 
qually certain to every believer in Chriſti- 
anity, whatever. may be his opinion about 
the nature of Chriſt ? The religion of the 
Humanitarian is called a cold and com- 
fortleſs religion; it muſt appear ſo to him, 
who would allow himſelf in the practice of 


{in upon a preſumption that he is to be 


ſaved by the merits of another ; but to him, 


who is ſorry for his offences, and ſincerely 


endeavors to ſerve God in his future life, it 


holds out as fair a proſpect, as the faith of 


any other Chriſtian denomination. 


It was that through the Son of God 


exalted above all worlds, our finite con- 
ceptions 
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© ceptions might, as far as poſſible, be famili- 
* ariſed with that Inviſible and Almighty 
„Being, whoſe power has been from ever- 
* laſting. ”! To behold a perſon upon earth 
performing miracles, and aſſuring us that 
he is a God or ſuperior being will no more 
aſſiſt our conceptions of the great Inviſible 
Being, than if this ſame perſon made 
an equal diſplay of power, and told us 
that the Father, who dwelt in him, did the 
works: Nor do I ſee any reaſon to think, 
that the Trinitarian, or Arian comprehends 
more of the nature of the all perfect Spas 
than the Humanitarian. 


Let us now enquire into the true mean- 


ing of the reaſon given by Paul, why his 


Maſter ** was in all things made like unto 


* his brethren.” That he might be a mer- 


ciful and faithful High Prieſt in things per- 


taining to God, to make reconciliation for the 
ſins of the people. For in that he himſelf hath 


ſuffered, being tempted(® or tried”) he is able 


(© or he is inclined”) to fuccour them that 


Ditto page 20. 
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are tempted.” Since men, not angels, were to 
be ſaved, it was the will of God that the in- 
ſtrument of the ſalvation of mankind ſhould 
be a man ix all things hike unto his brethren ; 
that being expoſed to our miſeries he might 
feel for us, and ſubject to our temptations 
might be inclined to ſuccour them chat are 
tempted. As the High Prieſt officiated in 
holy things, in things pertaining to God, 


ſo Chriſt, who undertook this gracious pur- 


poſe of God, is called a High Prieſt. Chriſt 


is fard nAagueg@a apapriag* to make reconcili- 


ation for the fins of the people, not becaufe 
his ſufferings and death ſatisfied the offended 


juſticeof God, for upon that principle Chriſt 


would have been the victim, not the High 


m Ditto page 21. 


n From the term q Oau nothing can be inferred in 


the leaſt favourable to the doctrine of vicarious puniſhment. 
Ef [NogKes SP the compound, which means the ſame as 
iNogres Og is I find uſed, where God is repreſented to 


have been rendered propitious by no other means, than by 


prayer and repentance. oz WETHAVOYTAVTEG. EWL TAG 


CMXpTYUAG GUT WV EZINQGOUTO Tov Ogo IKETEUGAYTEC 
1 Epiſ. of Clemens to the Corinthians, page 34: Ruſſel's Ed. 


Prieſt 
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Prieſt as he is before termed; but becauſe 


to he (the High Prieſt) gave a mortal wound 
5 to Sin (the Victim) by preaching a religion 
which, received in the power of it, occaſi- 


ons men to repent of their offences, and 
amend their lives, and thus reſtores them to 
the favor of God. This paſſage, thus un- 
derſtood, affords no countenance to the no- 
tion that Chriſt was a being of ſuperior 
diſtinction, who condeſcended to aſſume 
our nature; but, if we look upon him as a 
part of the Godhead, ſome of the parts of this 
text are altogether unaccountable. | 
 tnall things it behoved him to be made like” 
unto his brethren. To be made in all things 
like unto his brethren, he muſt have body 
and mind. If a divine nature, or a ſuperi- 
or nature, be added, then the being, or 
perſon, Chriſt, is in ſome reſpetts like to his 
brethren, and in others unlike ; like as far 
as relates to his manhood, and unlike with 
regard to his Godhead, or ſuperior nature. 
That he might be a merciful and faithful 


High Prieſt in things pertaining to God. 
God 
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God and Chriſt are in theſe words evident- 
ly diſtinguiſhed from each other: but 
according to the Trinitarian hypotheſis 
he was in his. Human nature @ merciful 
and faithful High Prigſt in things bertaining 
zo his Divine nature, or in other words a 


merciful and faithful High Prigſt to himſelf. 


Equally unfortunate Sir, you appear to 3 
me, when you would bring the following rely 
text from the ſame Apoſtle as an evidence 2 
of © afſumed humanity.” For what the law imp 
could not do, in that it was weak through the as f 
fleſh,God ſending his own Son in the likeneſs of WM uci 
ſinful fleſh,and for Sin, condemned Sin in the ANC 
#ieſh.* God performed by hisSon Jeſus Chriſt, of 
„who was made like unto his brethren,” tur 
or who was like them conſtituted of finful Go 
fleſh,morethanthelaw could effect. Through MW + 
our weakneſs the law offered not motives 17, 
ſufficiently powerful to preſerve us from the 
fin, but the Goſpel diſpenſation, accorded WM an 
on account of fin, namely, to bring Sin- the 
ners to repentance, hath paſt ſentence up- tiſt 


On 


o Rom. viii. 3. 
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on Sin in the fleſn, and condemned it to 
deſtruction by ſuggeſting irreſiſtible conſi- 
derations for amendment of life. Con- 
formably to this figure of dooming fin to 
death, to depart from fin is ſometimes 
called to crucify fin. 

Thoſe who think that this paſſage favors 


the divinity orpre-exiſtence of Chriſt, muſt 


rely on the expreſſion God ſent his Son 
ſor ſin.” To be ſent hy God is thought to 
imply a former ſtate of exiſtence in heaven, 


as if God was only in heaven, or more par- 


ticularly in heaven, whereas he is equally” 
and at all times in all places. To be ſent 


of God we are only to underſtand in ſcrip- 


ture language, to have a commiſſion from 


God. As thou haſt ſent me into the world, 
even jo alſo ſend I them into the world, John 
17, 18. In the ſame ſenſe in which the Fa- 
ther ſent Chriſt, Chriſt ſent the Apoſtles ; 
and thus this expreſſion is as good to prove 


thetrs, as his pre-exiſtence. John the Bap- 


uſt is likewiſe ſpoken of as a man ent 


from God. 


Cod 
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God is alſo repreſented to have ſent his 
Son ſor fin. It is ſuppoſed that Chriſt ſuffer- 
ed inſtead of fin, or in other words, of ſin- 
ful man, toappeaſe the indignation ofthe Fa- 
ther, and reconcile him to his offending crea- 
tures. But no ſuch uſe can be made of = 
zuaprias, Peter ſpeaking of Chriſt's ſuffer- 
ing has the ſame term wypiros arat we. 
BMApT YN e erde, though in the ſame ſen- 
tence he expreſſſy tells us that the object 


of Chriſt's ſuffering was, not to reconcile 


God to us, but “to bring us to God.“ 
Tep: might very properly be rendered on 
account of? „„ 
If therefore by the expreſſion*God ſent his 
© Son for fin” we are not warranted in ſup- 
poſing Chriſt tohave exiſted before he came 
into this world, there is nothing in the 
whole text to countenance fuch a notion. 
But to you Sir, as a Trinitarian, it might 
be ſtill farther urged, that your hypotheſis 


p For I would that ye knew what great conflict I have for you, that is, 
on account of you. (w b Uphwy ) Col. chap. ii. ver. 1. Many. 
other inſtances might be cited in which this prepoſition is 
uſed in the fame ſenſe 


cannot 
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cannot be accommodated to this paſſage 
without involving an abſurdity. God ſent 
his own Son. The Son 1s diſtinguiſhed 


from God, ergo he is not God. The Son 


is likewiſe ſaid to be ent, a term ſig- 
nifying inferiority. If you oppoſe me 
with your Union of natures in Chriſt, then 
you muſt reaſon thus ; the divine nature 
of Chriſt, which is one with God, ſent 
the human nature of Chriſt ; one of the 
natures in the ſame being ſent the other. 

Upon a review of what I have written, 


I muſt abſolutely reject your concluſion” 


that Dr. Prieſtley “ without attending to 
* the whole of the context, or the people 
„to whom the Epiſtle is addreſſed brings 
* the paralleliſm of an expreſſion to eſtab- 
« liſh adoctrine, which, in a collected point 
* of view, ſo far from affording any plau- 
* ſible pretext for it, ſtrikes at the very 
* foundation of the doctrine he preſumes to 
* advance. 4, 


See Mr. Randolph's work, page 22, 
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SECTION I. 
Of your argument from John's Goſpel chap. 


vi. ver. 62, What, and if ye ſhall ſee 
* thn Son of man aſcend up where he 


vas before:” and al/o from ch. viii. ver. 
1 of the Jome Goſpel © Before Abraham 


& was I am. 


3 would build your t 
in the ar of Chriſt upon this 
t direct and ſingle aſſertion, (if there were 
* found no other corrobating teſtimony ) 
* What, and if ye ſhall fee the Son of man 
aſcend up where he was before.” . 
Both you and the Arians contend that 
this paſſage muſt be interpreted literally ; if 


therefore the literal interpretation will 


ſerve neither, you muſt both acknowledge 
yourſelves defeated. 

According to the Trinitarian ſcheme, 
Chriſt, the God who came down from 
heaven and united himſelf to man, is to 
aſcend where he was before, To aſcend 


r See Ditto, page 65. 
where 


„„ ww Tt 
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where he was before implies to return to a 
place after an abſence from it; but how 
is an omnipreſent God to be abſent at any 
time from any place ? 

According to the Arian Scheme, the 


great pre-exiſtent Spirit which came down 


from heaven, is to aſcend where he was be- 
fore ; but it is the Son of man, who is to 
aſcend where he was before. If then this text 


be literally taken, it was Chriſt's human 


Nature which had been in heaven before, 


conformably to the doctrine of thoſe who 
hold, that at the commencement of his mi- 


niſtry Chriſt was taken up into heaven, and 
had a communication with the Father. 
Thus we clearly diſcover enough for my 
purpoſe, namely, that whatever may be the 
true ſenſe of the paſlage, it cannot, literally 


taken, be urged in favor of a pre-exiſtent 


ſtate in Chriſt. | 
I am not hovever unwilling to purſue 
this ſubje& farther. 


Since the ſcriptures give no account of 


Chriſt's aſcent into Heaven at the com- 


F mencement 
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mencement of his miniſtry, I cannot but 
1 this 1 interpretation. 

_ © Grotius is of opinion, that what 
« Chriſt ſays of himſelf here, is applicable 
* only to the Divine Wiſdom that dwelt 
in him; that is, as if he had ſaid, what 


and if this heavenly wiſdom, by which 


* you are now inſtructed and guided, aſ- 
* cends together with him in whom it 
* dwells, thoſe heavenly regions whence it 
e firſt came. This ſtrange diſtinQion is 


not unlike to Trinitarianiſm, by which we 


are informed, that when Chriſt repreſents 
his Father to be greater than himſelf, he 
alludes only to ene part of himſelf, having 
a ſecret reſerve as to the other. _ 
According to the opinion of others, as 
coming down from heaven evidently means 
no more than having a ſpecial commiſſion 
from God, ſo to have been before in heaven 


s See the Welſh Freeholder's Reaſons for Unitarianiſm 


page 80. He ſeeins to approve this expoſition of Grotius. 
J always entertain a more than common ſuſpicion that I 
may be miſtaken, when I differ from ſuchable interpreters 
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requires the ſame mode of interpretation, 
and the paſſage is to be underſtood thus 
What and if ye ſhall ſee the Son of man 
aſcend to the Father, from whom he receiv- 
ed his inſtructions and authority? 

It appears however to me that the fol- 
lowing is the beſt expoſition. The Jews 
murmured, becauſe Chriſt had ſaid un- 
leſs ye eat of my fleſh, and drink of my 
blood, ye have no life : Many of the diſciples, 
who had alſo heard this, ſaid, this is an hard 


Jaying, whocan hear it? Chriſt then addreſſes 


them © Doth this offend you,” who profeſs 
yourſelves my diſciples ? what then would 
you ſay, if I ſhould reveal in a ſtill greater 
degree the purpoſes of the Moſt High ? 
This explanation, which I apprehend was 
firſt conceived by the Rev. Thomas Bel- 
ſham of Hackney College, is perfectly con- 
ſiſtent with itſelf: It does not take one part 
ofthe text figurattvely, and theother/iterally. 
The whole of this diſcourſe of Chriſt is high- 
ly figurative. It 1s obvious that he ſpeaks 
of his doctrine as the bread which came down 


from heaven, as the bread of life, as the food 


Fi - which 
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which never periſheth, but en dureth unto eter- 


nal life, as the fleſh of which his followers 
muſt eat, and the blood of which they muſt 


drink, if they would have life. The words 
that Tjheak unto you, he afterwards ſays, they 
are ſpirit, they are life : he that believetſt on 
me, hath eternal life. The ſingle expreſſion 
the bread which came down from heaven, is 
ſufficient to ſhew that coming down from 
heaven is not uſed in the literal ſenſe; it is 
not likely therefore that Chriſt ſhould 1n the 
ſame diſcourſe ſpeak literally, when he talks 
either of having been before in heaven, or 
of aſcending to heaven. Becauſe he de- 
clared a heavenly dottrine, he ſpeaks as if 
he had actually received it from the Father, 
and brought it down from heaven : when 
he gives therefore an intimation of open- 
ing ſtill farther the divine counſels, he ſpeaks 
as if he ſhould return to heaven to have an- 

other communication with God. 
John viii. 58. Before Abraham was, I AM. 
This paſſage is thought by ſome to favor 
the Divinity of Chriſt, becauſe in ſpeaking 
| 5 
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of himſelf he uſes the ſame term, by which 
God is diſtinguiſhed in Exodus iii. 14. And 
God fad unto Moſes, I AM THAT I AM, 
and he jaid, thus ſhalt thou ſay to the children 
of Ifrael I AM hath ſent me to you. Let it 
however be conſidered that © it is not in the 
* original I AM THAT I AM, but [will 
* be that 1 will be : And the ſenſe is, thou 
* needeſt not to aſk my name; thou mayeſt 
be aſſured that I will perform that I have 
* promiſed. And when it follows, thus ſhalt 
** thou jay unto the children of IſraelT AM, 
* or rather I wzll be hath ſent me unto you: 
It is as much as to ſay—God that ſaith 
© I will be, I will perform my promiſe, hath 
* ſent me.“ If this remark be well founded, 
of which no queſtion is to be made, then | 
* the divinity of Chriſt.cannot be inferred 
* from ſuppoſing Chriſt to uſe theexpreſſion 
I AM, in alluſion to this paſſage in Exodus. on 

Farther, Then ſaid Fefus unto them, when 
ze have lifted up the Son of man, then ye ſhall 


t See Mr Lindſey s ſequel, page 230, c. 
5 Eno 
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know that I am (ey eu) viz. the Chriſt, and 
' that Ido nothing of myſelf ; but as my Father 


hath taught me, I ſheak theſe things, John 
viii. 28. Thus in this verſe of the ſame 
chapter he diſclaims Divinity, at the very 
time that he uſes the phrafeI AM. (e ep.) 
Nor 1s there more to be ſaid for the 
Arian interpretation, which, as well as the 
Trinitarian, is open to the following ſtrong 
objection. Before Abraham was I AM, 
namely, in one part of my nature, my di- 
vine or pre-exiſtent ; but not in my bodily. 
Thus when Chriſt ſays of himſelf I AM, 
I. meant but a part of himſelf, and he uſes 
a mental reſerve, unworthy of his high 

character, and heavenly commiſſion. 
Various are the explanations of this text 
given by Humanitarians : it is my inten- 
tion to mention but one of them, and then 
give that, which appears to me to be the right. 
Before Abraham was, I AM. Chriſt is ſup- 
poſed to mean, not that he actually exiſted 
before Abraham, but only in the deſtinati- 
on and appointment of God. This is the 
conſtruction 
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conſtruction of Mr. Hh otherlearn- 
ed men ; but with deference to them I muſt 
declare, that it does not appear to me ſatiſ- 
factory. Chriſt's declaration, thus under- 
ſtood, amounts to nothing. Abraham exiſ- 
ted in the divine decree before he was him- 
ſelf born, and his pre- -ordination was not 
later in time than Chriſt s, for the reſolves 
of the Deity ariſe not from viewsof propriety 


ſuggeſted as occaſions ariſe : He has from 
all eternity determined every thing which 


has happened, or 1s to happen. 

For my own part I am beſt pleaſed with 
Dr. Lardner's opinion, in whoſe judgment 
Chriſt means not to ſay that he was before 
Abraham in point of time, but that, as Meſ- 
ſiah, he was before him in dignity and im- 
portance. This is comformable to a me- 
thod of ſpeaking amongſt the Jews, who 
were accuſtomed to repreſent what was firſt 
in their eſteem, as firſt in order of time, al- 
though 1 it had actual ly been poſterior. They 
had a ſaying, that the law was before the 

Fa + world 
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world was created.* In the ſame manner 


Chriſt in aſſerting his ſuperiority as the 
Meſſiah over Abraham, ſpeaks of himſelf, 
though actually bornſo long after the death 
of Abraham, as brought into exiſtence be- 
fore the patriarch. The Jews, underſtand- 


ing Chriſt to ſet himſelf up as greater than 


their father Abraham by claiming to be the 
Meſſiah, take up ſtones to deſtroy him. 


That I AM is an elliptical form of ſpeak-. 
ing equivalent to a declaration of being the 
Meſſiah, may be ſeen from the other paſſages, 


in which e urs. John iv 25. 26, Tie wo- 
man ſaath unto him, Tkhnowthat M Maas cometh, 
which is called Chriſt : when he is come, he 


well tell us all things. Jeſus ſaith unto hey 


EYW Eph 0 AXAWV 1 am that ſpeak unto thee, Or, 


I, that now ſpeak untothee, am he, that Meſ- 

ſias who was to come, Mark xiii. 6, Many 

ſhall come in ny name PPS that I am (eyw 
£4.) Our Tranſlators have here proper- 
ly inſerted (Ait. 


B Sce Lardner on the LOGOS, page 12, 


. 
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S$LCTION 


Of your comments upon the following extra 


from Dr. Prieftley's letters to Dr. Geddes 
and Dr. Price, page 41. 


* But then no ſuch terms as the perſonified | 


* Logos, the word incarnate, or incar- 


** nation, is uſed by St. Matthew, Mark, 


* or Luke; and is it credible, that if this 
* was the ground work of Chriſtianity, 
* they would not have mentioned it 


* whenever they ſpoke of Chriſt 2 Their 


- ſilence therefore makes an irreſiſtible 
* argument in favor of the ſimple hu- 
1 N Chriſt.“ 


You think that by the ſame 


means © you could furniſh juſt as irreſiſti- 
ble an argument againſt the ſprritual exty- 


* tence of God, for no ſuch term as ſhirit, ap- 


* plied to God, is uſed by any of the Apol- 


29 


tles except John. 


See Mr. Randolph's work, page 77. 


You 
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You will pardon me for ſaying that your 


caſe is not in point. The knowledge of 


one inviſible God was clearly revealed to 
the Jews. In the paſſage of John, to which 
you allude, our Saviour is not inculcating 
that Gad is a ſpirit as a new truth, or a truth 
not ſufficiently underſtood ; he is only in- 
ſtructing the woman of Samaria by an zn- 


Ference from God's ſpirituality, that there 


here was no occaſion for diſputing about the 
place, in which the Fatherſhould be worſhip- 
ped. Thus the doctrine of God's ſ pirituality 
was not tobe © thegroundwork” of Chriſtiani- 
ty, and therefore does not come within Dr. 


Prieſtley” 5 deſcription. He only ſuppoles 


it to be incredible, that Matthew, Mark, 
and Luke ſhould be ſilent as to a doctrine, 
thought to be one of the great objects of the 
Chriſtian Revelation. This is not the cafe 
with God's ſpirituality, a truth which had 
before been introduced by Revelation; ſo 
that Dr. Prieſtley's argument is not in the 
leaſt affected by your reaſoning. 
* The only ground, you ſay, on which 
* this argument a gainſt the incarnation” (or 
word 


18 — unrein 
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. in carnate) - ** would bottom, would be 
on the Evangeliſt's ſilence as 7o the facl, 
* and not as to the mode of expreſſion; 
* and you (Dr. Prieſtley) ſhould firſt have 

proved St. Matthew's accountof the mira- 

* culous conception to be an interpolation, 


Land the ſublime language of St. Luke, 


* The Holy Ghoſt ſhall come upon thee, and 
* the power of the Higheſt ſhall overſhadow 
* thee, to be a mere figure of ſpeech, &c. 
before you had ventured to appeal to theſe 

* reterences.” * 

That Chriſt was a God or great pre-exiſ- 
tent ſpirit, who came down from heaven, 
and became incarnate in the Virgin Mary, 
and that he had no being before he came 
into the world, but was miraculouſly begot- 
ten by the Holy Spirit, in the body of the 
Virgin Mary, are very different politions. 
On the latter ſuppoſition, Chriſt, though his 
mother conceived not in the ordinary courſe 
of nature, but by the Spirit of God, was as 
much a man as Adam, who was formed im- 


See Mr, Randolph's work page 78. 


mediately 
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mediatly by the hands of God. Mr. Lind- 


fey who believes the miraculous concepti- 
on, and Dr. Prieſtley who diſbelieves it, e- 
qually deny the incarnation of the Word, 
or of any pre- exiſtent being; and both hold 
Chriſt to have been no more than man. 
But it appears to you that if Matthew, 
Mark, and Luke were admitted net to have 
ſtated the fact of the Incarnation, or word 
Incarnate, their faith in that doctrine may 
be proved in another manner. St. John 
*in all that he teſtifieth of his Lord refers 
* to the witneſs of the other Apoſtles who 
5 were preſent, and enumerates ſeveral cir- 
* cumſtances denoting their belief of our 
Saviour Divinity. This beginning of mi- 
races, ſays he, did Jeſus in Cana of Galilee, 
and manifeſted forth his Glory, and his 
* diictples believed on him.“ 
What was the belief of thoſe who ſaw this 
miracle, is the queſtion to be determined. 
The Jews had no other thoughts of the 
Meſſiah, or the Anointed, whom they ex- 


x Sce Mr. Randol ph's work page 80. x 
pected 
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peed, but of an extraordinary perſon, a 
prophet miglily in deed and word who was to 
be raiſed amongſt themſelves, a poverful 
temporal prince by whom their nation was 
to be exalted to the higheſt degree of gran- 
deur and proſperity, Philip findeth Nu- 
thantel and ſatihi unto him, we have found him, 
of whom Mojes in the law, and the prophets 
did write; Jeſus of Nazareth, the Son of Joſeph, 
John's Goſpel, ch. i. v. 45. When Jeſus had 
wrought the miracle of. feeding the five 
thouſand with five loaves and two fiſhes, 


John tells us in his goſpel ch. vi. v. 1& 


Then theſe men, when they had een the mara- 
cle which Jeſus did, ſaid, this ts of a truth 
that great prophet which ſhould come inta 
the world. Even the choſen twelve who 
were conſtantly with their Maſter, and 
ſaw all his miracles, entertained no other 

idea of him than as their Ruler who was to 
deliver them from the Roman Yoke. When 
Jeſus in the laſt year of his life, began to 
ſhew to his diſciples that he muſt go to Feru- 
falem, and fu Her, and be put lo death, and 
be TIRING agam, Peter rebuked him for it, 


Saying 
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faying, be it far from thee, Lord this hail not 
be. Matthew xvi. 21; 22.7 

From this ſtatement we eafily gather 
what was the faith of the diſciples upon 
ſeeing Jeſus convert the water into wine, 


and what was the Glory which they 
thought he manifeſted by this miracle. 


y We have here a plain proof, that when Peter before 
declared in the name of the other Apoſtles we believe and are 
fure that thou art the Chrift, the Son of the living God, they had 
no thoughts of their Maſter as a God, or ſuper angelic 
Spirit united to man, but viewed him as no more than their 
Meſſias, or the predicted King of Iſrael, who was to li- 
berate them from Roman bondage. Hence it is evident 
that Peter, when he made this declaration immediately 
after having heard Chriſt ſpeak of aſcending to heaven where 
he had bcen before, did not underſtand his words to denote 
an exiſtence in heaven prior to his entrance into this 
world. Mr. Randolph does not ſeem to be aware of this. 
After attempting to ſhew that Chriſt by this text Mat and 
if ye ſhall ſee the Son of Man aſcend up where he was before means 
to aſſert his pre-exiſtent ſtate in heaven, Mr. Randolph, 
in the concluſion of his argument declares, that he can- 
© not but cry out in the language of the faithful diſciple 
4 We believe and are ſure that thou art the Chriſt, the Son of the 
= living God.” In the uſe of theſe words the Apoſtle and 
Mr. Randolph had a very different meaning, See Mr. 


Randolph's work page 64. 
They 
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They believed that he manifeſted the 
Glory of being the Meſſiah their prince, 
but entertaining erroneous notions of his 
kingdom, vainly truſted that it was he who 
ſhould redeem Iſrael from its ſtate of ſub- 
jection to the Romans. 

With how little ſucceſs then have you at- 


tempted to invalidate Dr. Prieſtley's argu- 
ment againſt the doctrine of the perſonified 


logos, or incarnation of the word, from the 
filence of the Evangeliſts, Matthew, Mark, 
and Luke ! 


SECT 1 0 MM 6; 


Of your comments upon the following extract 
from Dr. Prieſtley's letter to Dr. Price, 
Page 45- 

The ſervice, which Chriſt came to per- 
form, is never deſcribed in terms that, 


give us an idea of its being more than 


* any other man might have performed. 
He preached, he declared the will of 
* God, and performed miracles in his 


name, at the lame time declaring what 
* muſt 


Ped 
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- © muſt have been an equivocation accor- 
ding to your ſyſtem (viz. Dr. Price's) 
© that he could do nothing of himſelf, and 
ce thatthe Father within him did the works ; 
* and laſtly he died, and by the power of 
God his Father was raiſed from the dead. 
Now 15 not all this predicable of a 
* man 2 and does it not beſt ſuit the 
* character of a man, a man as Peter calls 
* him, approved of God by figns and won- 
ders which God did by him 9” _ 


Cxxram it is that if Chriſt, 
when he ſays that of himjelf he could do 
nothing; and that the Father within, kim did 
the works, really had a power of his own by 
which he could do every thing, and perform 


the ſame works as the Father, Dr. Prieſtley's 


charge of equivocation is well founded. 


But to examine your reaſons for thinking 


that the doctrine of a two-fold nature in 
Chriſt is built on ſcriptural foundation.* 


Mr. Randolph's work page 71, 
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The following text 1s you think favora- 
ble to your argument. Therefore the Jews 


Jought the more to kill him, becauſe he not 


only had broken the ſabbath, but ſaid alſo 
that God was his Father, making hampelf 
equal with God, or as it ought perhaps to 
have been rendered, lite unto God. Fun 


v. . 


The terms «dv TeTepx you contend ought 
to have been tranſlated A own father, «© as 
marking a peculiar alliance beyond all the 
** prophets that had ever appeared.“ As 


well might you ſay that dN Tov 10.0 Stic 
marked Simon to have been Andrew's 


brother in a more than common manner. 
John, i. 14. 

But our Saviour has by his own anſwer to 
thoſe ſame Jews rendered all verbal criticiſm 
unneceſſary : Verily Verily I ſay unto you 
can do nothing of myſelf, John v. g. And 


in another part of the ſame Goſpel he thus 


defends himſelf againſt an accuſation of 
blaſphemy on the ſame ground: I it not 


a See Mr. Randolph's work page 72. | 
G written 
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written in your law, I ſaid; ye are Gods ? If 
. he called them Gods unto whom the word of 
God came, and the ſcripture cannot bebroken ; 
ſay ye of him, whom the Father hath ſanctiſied, 
and ſent intothe world, thou blaſphiemęſt; be- 
_ cauſe I ſaid, I am the Son of God ? John x. 
34. 35. &c. Jeſus here informs us that he 


calls God his Father, or himſelf the Son of 


God, becauſe he was the Meſſiah, or the 


Anointed, whom the Father ſent into the 


world, or in other words, whom the Father 
employed upon an heavenly commiſſion. 
In oppoſition to Dr. Prieſtley's quotati- 
on from the addreſs of Peter to the men of 
Iſrael, you bring expreſſions of the Apoſtle 


which appear to you © mncon/itent with mere 


* humanity.” Although Peter has ſpoken 
of Jeſus of Nazareth, as a man approved of 
God by ſigns and wonders which God did 
by him, yet he declares, you ſay, in a ſuc- 
ceeding verſe, of this ſame man, that © hav- 
* inglooſed the pains of death he was raiſed 
* up, becauſe it was not poffible that he ſhould 


b Mr. Randoiph's work page 73. 
| be 


„ ĩ ͤ 3... ©. 5 of 


| Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 83 
* be holden of it,” Acts ii. 24. Thereis there- 


fore a cauſe,” you obſerve, aſſigned for our 
* Saviour's reſurrection, operating on the 
© Almighty will; an implied, if not direct 

” HR of a for more exalted being than 

man, whoſe” ſoul was not to be left in hell 
fe — was hs fleſh. to fee corruption. If 
according to your ſuppoſition, as far as I 
can underſtand it, it was impoſſible in re- 
rum natura that Chriſt hould be holden. of 
death, the will of the Almighty 1s not at all 
concerned—nay the Father is not almighty, 
for he could not keep the Son in the grave. 


| God had declared by the ſure-word of 


prophecy, that the ſoul of his ſervant Jeſus 
was not to be left in hell; in that ſenſe 
therefore it was not poſſible that he ſhould be 
holden of death, for God, who cannot lie, 
would certainly. recall him to life. The 
very terms, © whoſe ſoul was not to be 4% 
in hell, or the grave, imply that there it 
muſt neceſſarily have remained, unleſs it 


had pleaſed the Father to raiſe it up. I ſee 


© Ms * work page 73. 74. 
2. wy 
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no reaſon thereſore to conclude from the 
language of the Pſalmiſt quoted by the A- 
poſtle, that Chriſt poſſeſſed any inherent 
powers, by which he could have 2 the 
bonds of death. . 

As a farther proof that Peter believed 
Chriſt to have been of a nature ſuperior to 


man, you alledge that he makes frequent 


alluſions to“ fe great andexpratory ſacrifice 
, his death. ba I might decline anſwer- 

ing all your arguments derived from that 
ſource if I were at all afraid to meet them. 
* The doctrines of the fall, redemption, 

* and atonement are, (you. obſerve) a ſort 
* of corollaries to be deduced from the firſt 
* propoſition, the nature and character of 
Chrit.”* In my opinion the atonement by 
no means follows from an admiſſion of the 
divinity of Chriſt, but muſt be ſupported 
by independent proof. Your 1dea that an 
infinite ſatisfaction was paid by the Son to 
the Father for the fins of the world, in- 


a Mr. Randolph's work page 74 


e Ditto page 132. | 
cludes 
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cludes in it a belief of Chriſt's divinity ; but 
the poſition 1s not convertible. If Chriſt's 
divinity be admitted, his death to appeaſe 


God 1s not to be inferred from it. But if 


from the proof of Deity in Chriſt the atone- 
nent is to be deduced as a ſort of corol- 
* lary,” it ought not to be a part of the 
proof ofthe propoſition, from which it is to 


follow. To prove a problem by its corol- 


lary is not conſiſtent with the practice of 
Mathematicians; it is an attempt to ſup- 
port your foundation with what you con- 


feſs ought to be the ſuperſtructure. 


I might further object that ſome Huma- 
nitarians would tell you that the doctrine 


of the atonement is perfectly compatible 
with the ſimple humanity of Chriſt, ſo that 
to every perſon ofthe Humanitarian perſua- 
ſion the former tenet does not appear 
* mockery and deluſion.” I will however 
frankly tell you that I am not one of this 
deſcription of Chriſtians, but that to my 


mind the doctrine of an atoning Saviour 


has no foundation in ſcripture, _ 


& Mr, Randolph's work page 132. 
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The texts you have adduced from the 


writings of Peter lend not the leaſt ſupport 


to this doctrine of vicarious ſacrifice, 
which, in my apprehenſion is highly dero- 
gatory to the perfections of the Deny. 
* Ele according to the fore-knowledge of 
God the Father, through ſundtification 
of the Spirit, unto obedience, and ſprinkling 
of the blood of Feſus Chriſt.” This paſ- 
ſage from the iſt. of Peter you beg the Doc- 
tor to compare with Hebrews x1. 24. And 
to Jeſus the mediator of the new Covenant, 
and to the blood of ſbrinkling, which ſþcaketh 
better things, than that of Abel. 


1 Peter i. 18. Forajmuch as ye know that 
ve were not redeemed with corruplible ms 


c. but with the precious blood of Chriſt, 
of a lamb without blemaſh and without _ 
his you beg may be compared with Exo- 


dus X11. 5. your lamb ſhall be without ble- 


mh Sc. and with 1 Cor. v. 7. Purge out 


therefore the old leaven, that yet may be a new 


lump, as ye are unleavened. For even Chriſt 


_ our paſſover s facrificed for us. 


1 Peter 
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1 Peter iii. 18. For Chriſt alſo hath once 


ſuffered for fins, the juſt for the unjuſt that 


he maght bring us to God. This you beg 
might be compared with Hebrews ix. 26. 
But now once in the end of the world hath he 


appeared to put away fin by the ſacrifice of 


himſelf. 
1 Peter 11. 24. Who his own ſelf bare our 
fins in has own body on the tree, that we being 


dead to fins ſhould live unto righteoujneys ; 


y whoſe ſtripes ye are healed.”'s 


From theſe texts you conclude, that the Fa- 
ther, being offended at the fins of finite be- 
ings, could not pardon without infinite ſatiſ- 
faction; and therefore Chriſt purchaſed their 
forgiveneſs with the price of hisblood. But 
does it not appear even from one of the ve- 


ry paſſages you have brought forward, that 
Chriſt died, not to reconcile God to us, but 


to bring us to God by inducing us to forſake 
our fins ? PE —_— 

How then are we to underſtand, perhaps 
it will be ſaid, theſe expreſſions, redeeming 


6 Mr, Randolph's work page 74. 75 · 
G 4 us 
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us with the precious blood of Chriſt—putting 
away fin by the ſacrifice of himſelf —bearing 


our fins in his own body upon the tree, and 


ſuch like? Let it be remembered that all I 


theſe expreſſions are addreſſed to the Jews 
and therefore uſed in theſenſe, in which they 
would be underſtood by thoſe to whom the 
ſeveral epiſtles were ſent. Would the Jew- 
iſh converts have underſtood by the terms 
 EAuTpwOyTE HAAG Ts xu. &c. that the 
blood was ſhed as a price of redemption ? 
Certainly not: ſince the term avrpow is uſed 


where no price can poſſibly be ſuppoſed: 


Exodus vi. 6. Wherefore jay unto the chil- 
aren of Iſrael, J am the Lord, and I will 
bring you out from under the burdens of 
the Egyptians, and I will redeem you ur- 
peocope uuas) with a ſtretched out arm. Luke 
xxiv. 21. We truſted that it had been he 
who ſhould have redeemed 1jrael ox e 
AuTpgcOa: Igpann. Moſes is in the Acts of the 
Apoſtles ſtiled a redeemer. 


Hence it is evident that the Jewiſh con- 


verts would have underſtood no more by 


Chriſt 


\ | 
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Chriſt redeeming us, than that he delivered 
us from the puniſhment of our fins by pre- 


vailing on us to forſake them. And as 


his death confirmed the religion which af- 


| fers ſuch engaging motives for leading a 


virtuous life, we are faid to be © redeemed 
* with his precious blood.” 

Putting away fin by the ſacrifice of hamſe US 
Chriſt by ſacraficing humfelf, by giving up 
his life in the cauſe of truth and virtue, put 


_ away fin, brought in a better hope by the which 


we draw nigh unto God, or in other words, 


by which we are diſpoſed to ſerve the living 
God, and thus become objects of his favor. 
The Jews could not have put any other in- 


terpretation upon this expreſſion, for ſacri- 


fices were not conſidered by them as an 


expiation for breaches of the moral law. 


Bearing. our fins in his own body upon the 


tree —Himfelf took our infirmities, and bare 
our fickneſſes, Matthew viii. 17. As he is 


ſaid to have borne the diſeaſes of thoſe 


whom he miraculouſly reſtored, ſo is he ſaid 
to have borne our ſins in his own body upon 


the 
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the tree, becauſe by his death he confirmed 


% 


from them. 


That 1 might not hour over again the 


* ſame ground, Iwill here examine the paſ- 
ſages which you have adduced in another 


; place, and which appear to you deciſively 


in favor of your doctrine of vicarious pu- 
niſnment. 


Fo? thou waſt ſlain and haf redeemed us 


(or rather purchaſed us, myopacas) to Cod 


by thy blood. © Thele words, you obſerve, 
* are ſpoken by John of the Lamb that had 
declared himſelf to be Alpha and Omega, 
* the firft andthelaſt.” I beg leave to remind 
you that this part of the 11th. verſe of the 


i. ch. of Revelation, Tam Alphia and Omega 


the firſt and the laſt, is notoriouſly ſpurious, 
Ifyou conſult Wetſtern and Greisbach in loco, 
you will find that there is no ſuch phraſe in 
a great number of manuſcripts, that it is 
left out in many editions, and ſet alide by 


Dr. Mill. 


h Mr. Randolph's work Page 107. 
i Ditto page 108. 


| Purchaſed 


a religion, ſo calculated to make us depart 
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Purchaſed us to God by thy blood—If the. 
Apoſtle's idea had been, that Chritt literally 
paid a full ſatis faction to the juſtice of God, 
hewould have ſaid purchaſed us from God, 
or out of the hands of God ; but to purchale. 
us to God by his blood, evidently means the 
lame as to reconcile us to God. When we 
are declared therefore to be purchaſed unto 


God by the blood of Chriſt, or to be bought 


with a price as in the 1 Cor. vii. 29. we are 


to underſtand, that Chriſt's death, becauſe. 
it affords ſuch {ſtrong motives to holineſs of 
life without which no man ſhall fee the 

Lord, 1s repreſented as the price paid to- 
purchaſe us unto God. 

The Father's love was undoubtedly the 
ſole motive which moved him to ſave man- 
kind by Jeſus Chriſt. Bleſſed be the Co 
and Father of our Lord Jeſus Chriſt, 
who hath, according to the goad pleaſure 
of his will, blefſed us with every ſbiri- 
dual bleſſing Ephel. ch. i. ver. 3, 5. In this 
the love of God was manifeſt that he, (God) 
ſent has on begotten Son, that the world 

| mig Ly: 


the Rev. Francis Randolhl 


might live through him. 1 John iv. 9. 10. 
The books of the New Teſtament abound 


vith texts, in which the ſalvation of mankind 


is expreſsly declared to have originated 
from the love of the Father. 

If I have rightly interpreted the various 
paſſages you have collected, there is no al- 
luſion in any of them to Chriſt's death © as 
* agreat and expiatory ſacrifice.” But at all 


events, whether I be miſtaken, or not, let me 


not be cenſured like Dr. Prieſtley for having 
* deſerted and abandoned my guide.“ You 
would not ſurely have made this charge a- 
gainſt the Doctor, had you well weighed the 
force of it, and conſidered how little appli- 
cable it is to him. He ſeeks for truth in 
the ſcripture, as well as yourſelf; if not, 
why does he endeavour to explain any of 
its paſſages? If his conſtruction differs 
from yours, you have both adopted the 
ſame guide, you only diſagree 1n your judg- 
ment as to the meaning of his directions. 


k Mr. Randolph's work page 74. 
Ditto. ditto, 


1 
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SECTION. V. 


Of your renewed appeal to the writings of 


the Apoſite Paul." 


Hawn G, as you imagine, 
proved that neither the ſilence of Matthew, 
Mark and Luke, about the doQrine of the 
incarnation of the word, nor the language 
of Peter are at all favorable to the ſenti- 
ments of Dr. Prieſtley, you lay claim to 
the ſame triumph, in overthrowing his 
quotation from the epiſtle to the Hebrews 
c. ii. v. 7. in which Chriſt is ſpoken of as 
being à little lower than the Angels. Inſtead 
of agreeing with the Doctor that this paſ- 
ſage denotes Chriſt to have been but a man, 
you conſider it as a proof of the contrary, 
Czxv 71 ſhould have been rendered in your 


judgment * little while inferior to, and 


then it marks a temporal (perhaps * 


P M r. Randolph's 1900 page 81. 


meant 
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meant to ſay a temporary) mferiority, a ſul. 
p nded dignity for the ſake of man's re- 
demption.“ | 
Without enquiring whether your criti- 
eiſm upon Epaxv 7: be juſt, I will ſubſtitute 
a little while inferior to, for a little lower 
than &c. Lord what is man that thou art 
thus. mindful of him, and the Son of man 


that thou thus vifiteſt him with thy favor? 


The Apoſtle then proceeds to enumerate 
the favors. 
inferior to the Angels, i. e. thou didſt ſul- 
pend for a ſhort time that ſuperiority he 
had to Angels, and put him into a lower 
ſtate. Could the Apoſtle reaſonably have 
reckoned this amongſt the atts of favor i in 
the Almighty ? 

The argument I have here uſed . 
both to Arians and Trinitarians: to you, as 
one of the latter, I might add the following 
queſtion: If Chriſt be perfect God, and 
perfect man, where is the temporary inferi- 


= Mr. Randolph's work page 84. 85, 5 
| rity 


Thou madeſt him a little while 


* 
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ority of the Godhead, or how is divinity to 
be ſuſpended ? | 

Let me further obſerve that the words 
themſelves, thou madeſt him a little whale 
inferior to the Angels, are irreconcilable 
both to the Trinitarian and Arian Hypo- 
theſis Thou madeſt him &c.” he that 


was a little while inferior to Angels was. 


made ſo; did not. humble himſelf, and aſ- 


ſume our nature. Neither does the word him, 
* thou madeſt him” &c. refer to any pre- 
exiſtent being, in which ſenſe Trinitarians 
and Arians muſt ſuppoſe it to be uſed. 
What ſays the Apoſtle in the gth. verſe of 
this ſame chapter © We fee Jeſus, who was 
made a little while inferior to Angels for 
* the ſuffering of death crowned with Glo- 
* ry and Honour.” It was Jeſus (the name 
of a human being) not a God, or ſuper-an- 
gelic Spirit, who was mage &c. The ſame 
Being, who was afterwards for the ſuffer- 
ing of death crowned with glory and ho- 
nor, was the being, who was made a little 
while inferior to Angels. | : 


I now 
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I now proceed to examine your other 
grounds for thinking that Paul was not a 
| believer in the ſimple humanity of Chriſt. 

This very Apoſtle Paul opens his Epiſ- 
* tle with, God, who at ſundry times and in 
divers manners ſhake in time paſt unto the 
* Fathers by the prophets, hath in theſe laſt 
* days ſpoken unto us by his Son, whom he 
* hath made heir of all things, by whom 


* alſo he made the Worlds. It ſeems alſo to 
© have been the chief deſign of St. Paul to 


* prove that the Son was ſuperior to the 
Angels, in oppoſition to the Simonians 
* and Cerinthians of that time, who attri- 
© buted the formation of the world to An- 
* gels, and who looked upon Jeſus as 4 
© mere man, and as ſuch inferior to An- 
ä 

Dr. Prieſtley's obſervation, that if God 
ſpake only in the laſt days by his Son, he 
evidently did not in the former, appears 
to you © captious and undeſerving of a 


o Mr. Randolph's work, page 83. 


ce ſerjous 
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ſerious © refutation.”? With Dr. Lardner, 


and Dr. Prieſtley I conſent to be thought 
captious, and confeſs that the reaſoning 18 


to me valid. 


Whom he (God) hath made the heir of all 


things,] all his inheritance was the gift of 


God, who ſo appointed it. This you will 
ſurely think no proof of an equality with 


the Father. 


By whom. alſo he made the worlds, d. 8 au 


rug auWbRg EWONGEY | you pals over in ſilence, 
that very learned interpreters of Scripture 


_ tranſlate this phraſe for whom he conſtituted 


the ages, and are of opinion, that the Apoſtle 


is not ſpeaking of the creation of the ma- 
terial world, but of the renovation of the 


moral world by Jeſus Chriſt. 

In ſupport of this ſigmification of auwvag 
permit me to quote a paſſage from Dr. 
Sykes, © The word, awvas, which we ren- 
der worlds, does not ſignify the Heavens, 
* and earth, and all things in them; but it 


| p See Mr. Randolph's note to page 83, 
« Lardner on the Logos, page 15, 
OE £21: means 
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* means properly ages, or certain periods 
of time, in which ſuch and ſuch things 
* were done or to be done: Such were 
** the patriarchat ; that of the lau; that 
* of the Me/hah ; that of the antedu/uman ; 
* that of the four great empires, which the 


* prophet Daniel ſpoke of. Theſe were 


* properly aw; ages, It does not follow 
from the words of is paſſage, that the 
* Apoſtle here intended to ſpeak of Chrzft's 


e making all things. Nor is there any one 


* inſtance in the New Teſtament, where 


* more than this ſeems to have been meant 


* by this word. Thus Colos. i. 26. The 
* myſtery which hath been hid from ages, and 


cc generations, but noꝛo 29 made manafeſt by 


© hrs ſaints, is the true explication of 


* what St. Paul ſaid, Eph. in. 9. was hid 


zn God (not from the beginning of the 


8 world, as we render it, but) amo TUwV 


* lr, from the ages, and ſo Eph. iii. 11. 


* what we render /zs eternal purpoſe, xara 
as wp0Otgu T QIWVWY, i; accor ding Lo has PUr- 
* poſe or diſpoſition of the ages. vid: He- 
* brews xi. 3. Sykes in loco. 

| = * Videtur 


autem hic interpretatio hoc loco max- 
me mihi ſe probat, quia ad Hebræos jcri- 
bens videtur reſpicere ad dictum vetus 
* Hebreorum, propter męſſium conditum 
* effe Mundum.” 


The concluſion of this text therefore will 
very properly run thus, whom he hath made 
the heir or Lord of all things, and with re- 
Theft to whom he conſtituted the ages, or all 


the divine diſpenſations towards the ſons of 


men. 
Until you are capable of overthrowing 
the interpretation of theſe able men, you 
muſt not from this text ſuppoſe it to be the 
objett of the Apoſtle to Frove, that the 
ſenſible Univerſe was formed by Chriſt, not 


by Angels, as the Simonians and Cerinthi- 


ans ſuppoſed. Had this been the chief 
deſign of the Epiſtle we ſhould have found 
it frequently aſſerted in direct terms. It is 
Paul's uſual method of writing to recur 


frequently to the principal end he has in 
H 2 view 
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view. Who can read his Epiſtle to the Ro- 
mans, or to the Galatians, without being 
ſenſible of the truth of this obſervation ? 


From the epiſtle to the Hebrews you in- 


troduce 1n this part of your work another 
text. He (Chriſt) vouch/afed to take upon 
him our nature, that through death he might 
 deftroy him that had the gomer of death, chat 
25, the devil. Heb. ii. 14.” 

Vouchiſafed.] I am incapable of finding 
in the original any word which anſwers 
to 1t. 

To take upon him our nature, that threngh 
death he maght deſtroy him that had the poꝛu- 
er S death, that is, the devil. ] Forafmuch 
then as the children were partakers of fleſh 
and blood, he himfelf (Chriſt) likewiſe par- 
zook of the. ſame, or in other words was made 
in all reſpects like unto them, that by dy- 
ing to atteſt the truth of his religion he 
might deſtroy fin, which leads unto death. 
To confirm your miſtaken interpretation 
of theſe texts from the Hebrews you bring 


r See Mr. Randolph* s work page 84, "4 
One 
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one from the epiſtle to Timothy. © Without 
* controverſy” OT rather an con- 


| feſſedly without doubt, © great is the myſtery 


4 of Godlineſs; God was manifeſt in the 
* fleſh, juſtified in the ſpirit, ſeen of An- 


56 gels, ” or Ty you will, aVYENAG, by his meſ- 


ſengers, v1z. the Apoſtles, © preached un- 
© to the Gentiles, believed on in the world, 
received up into Glory.” 1 Tim. iii. 16. 

Great is the myſtery of Godlineſs.” By 
myſtery I underſtand ſomething hidden 
which was afterwards revealed. © The firſt 
and leading ſenſe of Hu ſays Dr. 
Campbell, © is not that of the Engliſh word 
* Myſtery i. e. ſomething incomprehenſi- 
ble by reaſon, but arcanum a ſecret”— 
Nor is it confined to divine ſecrets. St. 
Paul tells us that the myſtery of iniquity doth 
already work, 1. e. the Spirit of Antichriſt 
hath begun to operate, but the operation 
is latent and unperceived, The Goſpel of 


Chriſt is denominated a myſtery, not be- 


cauſe it contains any thing in its own na- 


Mr. Randolph's work page 86. 
| H 3 ture 
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ture dark and incomprehenſible, but be- 


cauſe it treats of ſomething that had been 


concealed for ages, but which was at * 


openly revealed.“ 


God was manifeſt in the fleſh, 1 God, or 


the wiſdom and power of God were mani- 
feſt in the fleſh. The wiſdom and power 
of God ſhone forth conſpicuouſly in Jeſus. 


God himſelf,” as a ſenſible Divine of the 
Church of England obſerves.“ © could not 
have been vile in the perſon of Chriſt: 


* This would not have been a myſtery, but 
* an impoſſibility.” Neither could God him- 


ſelf have been received up to Glory. 
This argument ſuppoſes no objection to 


the preſent wording of the text; but the true 
reading, according to many old verſions, and 
the opinion of Sir I. Newton, is—o epavepw® er 


gp, With the ancienter verſions agree 


* the writers, both Greeks, and Latins. For 


t Eſſays Philoſophical, Hiſtorical, and Literary. 1 vol 


Page 431» 


u See an excellent ſermon of "my Rev. Mr, 'Rogere' s on 


they 


myſteries of Relrgion. 
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they in all their dicourſes to prove the 
* Deity of the Son never al ledge this text, 
* (as I can find) as they would all have 
done; (and ſome of them frequently) 
had they read © God was manifeſt in the 


* fleſh,” and therefore they read o. Tertul- 


lian (adverus Praxeam) and C "ypruan (ad- 
verſus Tudeos induſtriouſly cite all the places 
where Chriſt is called God, but have no- 
thing of this Alexander of Alexandria, A- 
taanaſius, the Biſhops of the council of Sar- 
dica, Epiphantus, Baſil, Gregory Nazianzen, 


Gregory Nyſſen, Chu yſeſtem, Cyril of Je- 


ruſalem, Cyril of Alexandria; and amongſt 
the Latins, Hilary, Lucifer, Jerome, Am- 
broſe, Auſtin Præbadius, Viclorius Aſer, 


Fauſtinus Dioconus, Pope Leo the great, 
Arnobius Junior, Cerealis, Vigultus Tap- 


ſenſis, Fulgentius wrote all of them in the 
fourth and fifth centuries for the Deity of 
the Son, and incarnation of God; and 
fome of them largely and in ſeveral tracts; 
and yet I cannot find that they ever alledge 
this text to prove it. In all the times of the 

1 bot 
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hot and laſting Arian controverſy it never 
came into play, though now that theſe diſ- 
putes are over, they that read © God was 
* manifeſt in the fleſh” think it one of the 
moſt obvious and pertinent texts for the 


buſineſs. The churches therefore of thoſe 
ages were abſolute ſtrangers to this read- 
ing. For on the contrary their writers, as 
often as they have occaſion to cite the 


reading then in uſe, diſcover that it was o. 
For though they cite it not to prove the 
Deity of the Son, yet in their commenta- 
ries, and ſometimes in their other diſcourſes, 


99 vv 


they produce it. 
I have tranſcribed this paſſage as contain- 
ing in my mind the moſt ſatisfactory rea- 
ſons for preferring o epeyzpwOy 
Thus Sir, whether the text be right as it 


at preſent ſtands, or whether Sir Iſaac New- 


ton's opinion be juſt, there is nothing ad- 
verſe to the Humanitarian creed. 


v See two letters of Sir Iſaac Newton, to Mr. Le Clerc, 


page 85, 86. 


Permit 


yo! 
not 


but 
ten 
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Permit me to conclude this head in 
your own words, that hitherto I have ſeen 
nothing in the proofs you have adduced, 
| but what I think repugnant to the whole 


tenor of Scripture. 


SECTION vI. 


, your comment ufon. the following extract 
from Dr. Prieſttey's letters to Dr. Price, 


page 50. 


* Your opinion of one man being the ma- 
* ker of the world and of all other men, 
* though I once believed it myſelf, ap- 
* pears to be a moſt extravagant Hypo- 
* theſis, anſwering no purpoſe but that 
«of giving a literal interpretation to a 
* very few texts, which much more na- 
* turally admit a different conſtruction : 
* For you mult know, that in many cales, 
the literal interpretation of an expreſ- 
* ſion is the moſt unnatural of all others.” 


DR. 


7 


106 Letters to the Rev. kgancis Randolf 


D R. Prieſtley has not here ac- 
curately repreſented Dr. Price's opinion, 
who never thought any man to have been 

the maker of the world, but held that the 
being, by whom God formed the Univerſe, 
was of a nature ſuperior to man, and came 
down from heaven, and exiſted in Jeſus of 
Nazareth.” | | 
To prove the exerciſe of a creative po- 
er in Chriſt you adduce the following col- 
lection of paſſages from the ſcriptures. **A!/ 
things were made by him, and without him 
' was not any thing made that was made. To 
ws there 15 but one God, the Father, of whom 
are all things, and we in him ; and one Lord 


w If the great pre-exiſtent Spirit, who deſcended from 
a ſtate of dignity and glory, was united to a human body 
and foul, then there were two diſtinct intelligent agents 
in one and the ſame intelligent being. Let us ſuppoſe this 
angelic or ſuper-angelic Spirit to ſupply the place of a human 
foul, and it was highly ridiculous ih the ſacred writers 
ever to call Jeſus a man, If the outward bodily form be 
only a caſing for a ſuperior intelligence to man, ſuch an intel- 


tigent agent is not man, 
2 


Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 107 


Feſus Chriſt, by whom are all things, and we 
by ham. For by him were all things created 
that are in heaven, and that are in earth, 
ble and invmfible, whether they be thrones, 
or dominions, or principalities, or powers ; 
all things were created by him, and for him ; 
and he is before all things, and by him all 
things conſiſt. Upholding all things by the 


word of his power. Unto the Son he ſaith, 


Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever; a 


ſceptre of righteouſneſs is the jceptre of thy 


kingdom. And thou, Lord, in the beginning 


haſt laid the foundation of the earth : and the 


heavens are the works of thine hands : they 
ſhall periſh ; but thou remaineſt ; and as a 
veſture ſhalt thou fold them up, and they ſhall 
be changed.”* _ 

All things were made by im, and with- 
out him was not any thing made that was 


made, John i. g. read-all things were made 


by zz (Wiſdom) and without it was not any 
thing made, which was made. 


x Mr, Randolph's work, page 88. 89. 


To 
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To us therets but one God the Father, of 
whom are all things, and we in him, and 
one Lord Fefus Chriſt, by whom are all things, 
and we by him, 1 Cor. viii. 6. As the ob- 
fervations I propoſe to make, apply both to 
this text, and that which you have quoted 


from the Epiſtle to the Coloſſians, I ſhall 
examine them together. For by him were 


all thin gs created that are in heaven, and 


that are in earth, viſeble and inviſible, whe: 
ther they be thrones, or dominions, or princi- 


palities, or powers ; all things were created 
by ham, and for him; and he is before all 
N amd by him all things of, Col. i. 
16, | 

Af v we a paul by this language to 


eien Chriſt as the Creator of the Uni- 


verſe, we make him to contradi himſelf. 


God, that made the world and all things 
tat are therem,—hath appointed a day, in 


wi,’ he will gudge the world by that man 
whom he hath ordawmned ; whereof he hath gi- 


ven aſſurance unto all men, in that he hath 


ra Jed him * the dead, Acts xvii. 24. 1. 


He 
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He, namely, the Father, that fixed the day 
of general judgment, appointed the Judge, 
and raiſed Jeſus from the dead, 1s here de- 
ſcribed as the Maker of the World. For 
to this end Chrift both died, and revived, that 
he might be Lord both of the dead, and the liv- 
ing, Rom. xiv. 9. Dr. Lardner ſays with 
oreat juſtice, if Chriſt had been the Crea- 
tor of all things, he would have been Lord 
both of the living and dead, without dying, 
and being brought to life. 

The words themſelves likewiſe ſhew that 
Paul is not here deſcribing Chriſt as the 
Creator of heaven and earth. The things 
created by him, are things in heaven and 
earth, and the things are evidently not ma- 
terial, for they are called © thrones, or do- 
* minions, or principalities, or powers.“ 

Farther, it is to be collected eaſily from 
the context to Colos. i. 16, 19. that Paul, 
when he ſays that all things were by Chriſt 
and weby him, and that by him all things were 


created &c. intends to [peak of the new cre- 


ation by the Goſpel. Civing thanks unto 
the 


— 
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the Father, —ꝛulio hath delivered us from the 


power of darkneſs, and hath tranſlated us 
into the kingdom of his dear Son, in whom 
we have redemption through his blood : 
Colos. i. 12. 13. For it pleaſed (the Fa. 
ther having made peace through the blood 
of Chriſt, by him to reconcile all things to 
haimfelf, whether they be things on cart 
or things in heaven : Coloſſians 1. 19. 20. 
Let theſe paſſages be compared with Paul's 
Epiſtle to the Epheſſians, chap. i. ver 7. 
10. in whom ( Chriſt ) we have redemption 
through his blood, the forgiveneſs of Sin, that 
in the diſpenſation of the fulneſs of times, 
he might gather together in one all things in 
Chriſt, both which are in heaven, and 0 
are on earth, even in him. 

Do not theſe conſiderations afford convic- 
tion that the Apoſtle, when he ſpeaks of the 
creation of all things by Jeſus Chriſt, means 
the renovation of all things in the moral 
world. We find the term ar:3« frequently 
uſed in the Bible for renovation, or reſtor- 


ation. Behold I create a new heaven, and 
a new 
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a new earth, and the forme ſhall not be re- 
membered. But be ye glad, and rejoice for 
cver in that which I create; for behold I 
create Jeruſalem a rejoicing, and her people 


'a joy. Ifaiah xlv. 17. Here the prophet 


foretells the reformation to be introduced 
by the Goſpel, and abſolutely calls it the 
creation of a new heaven, and a new earth. 
Conformably to this idea, the converts to 
Chriſtianity are called by Paul new crea- 
tures. Therefore if any man be im Chriſt, he 
's neu Creature 2 Cor. v. 179. We are 
his workmanſhip, created in Chriſt Je efus | 
unto good works, Ephes. 11. 10. 

Thus do many beſides Dr. Prieſtley and 
the Humanitarians, explain the texts you 
have choſen from the Epiſtle to the Corin- 
thians, and that to the Coloſſians. Grotrus, 
and Weiſtern thmk, that they allude to the 
new creation by the coming of Chriſt. Calvin 
himſelf puts the ſame ſenſe upon Ephes. iii. 

who created all things by Jeſus Chrilt.” 
Oui omnia creavither Chriſtum non 
tam de prima creatione interpretari licet, 
quam 
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quam de inſtauratione ſpirituali: Tametſt 
enim verum eſt illud, Verbo Dei creata eſſe 


omnia, quemadmodum tot locis habetur, 


circumſtantia tamen loci poſtulat ut de 
renovatione intelligamus quæ continetur 
in beneficio redemtionis.“ 

Having explained how we are to under. 
ſtand the phraſe, all things were created by 


Chriſt, we diſcover in what manner the 


other parts of your text from the Colol- 
fians are to be interpreted. 

All things were created for him (eis cop! 
As Chriſt on account of his tranſcendent 


virtue was appointed to be the head of 
the Church, this ſpiritual dominion Was 


created for him. 

He ts before all things.] He is before all 
things in point of time with regard to the 
new creation, or it may mean before in 


point of digit). 


And by him all things conſiſt, | and by 
him this whole new creation conſiſts. 

If then by ſuppoſing Paul to ſpeak of 
Chriſt as a creator of the world, the Apoi- 
| | tle 


| 


” 


le 
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tle muſt ſtand convicted of contradiction; if | 


the very words of Colos. i. 16. 17. will not 
permit us to apply them to the material 


world; if this text compared with ſome of 


the verſes in the ſame chapter, and with 


correſponding paſſages in the Epiſtle to the 


Epheſians, evidently relate to the intro- 
duction of a new ſtate of things | by Chriſt ; 

if xT:Cew be frequently uſed in ſcriptural 
language where it can only mean to conſt:- 


tute or new model; and laſtly if many able 


and judicious commentators, who held not 
the Humanitarian doctrine, were of opini- 
on, that Paul, when he ſpeaks of all things 
being created by Zefus Chriſt, alluded to the 
moral renovation of the world by the doc- 
trines of the Goſpel, may I not conclude 
that the Humanitarian interpretation 1s far 
from © licentious and unwarrantable ?”, 
Who being the brightneſs of the glory, 
and the expreſs image of his perſon, and 
upholding all things by the word of his 
fower. Heb. i. 3. His perſon and his pow- 


Mr. Randolph's work page 88. 
It cr 
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er are evidently affirmed of the ſame being, 
1. e. the Father. It is the ſame word avre 
in both places; and eaurs is uſed in the ſame 
verſe when the words relate to Chriſt. * 
And unto the Son he faith, Thy throne, 
O God, is for ever and ever : a ſceptre of 
righteouſneſs zs the ſceptre 4 thy kingdom. 


Heb. 1. 8. 
* And of the Son he ſaith,” for it is the 


ſame Greek term above tranſlated, * And 


_ of the Angels he ſaith,” | 
* O @pevoc co Otos may be rendered God 
* 25 thy throne, God himſelf ſhall ſupport 


" © wa throne, and thus thy empire ſhall be 
** perpetual. 


Or if the preſent reading be retained, 
* then God muſt be taken in an inferior 
* ſenſe. The Princes of the earth are cal- 
led Gods; Chriſt, being appointed by his 
Father to an „ and never-ending 
kingdom is denominated God, 


© If from the word God Chriſt is to be 


\* thought equal to the Father, how are the 


2 M N Pierce of Exeter, in loco. 9 
15 Gs: * words 


— 
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© words which follow, to be reconciled : 
* Wherefore God, even thy God, hath anoint- 

ed thee?” 

But the Trinitarians ſay—Thy throne, 
O God, is directed to the divine nature, 
and the words * thou haſt loved righteouj- 
neſs and hated iniquity, wherefore God, even 
thy God, &c. are directed to the human 
nature. It appears to me impoſſible to read 
the whole of this paſſage without perceiving 
that it is all addreſſed to the ſame being. | 
* Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever,” 

* thou haſt loved righteouſneſs, &c.” Be- 
fides what a ſtrange conſtruction is it to 
make the divine nature of the Father ſay 
to the divine nature of the Son, what, as 
both theſe natures are divine and one, was 
unneceſſary to be told, © Thy throne ſhall 
Rand for ever? 

And thou, Lord, in the beginning haſt 
aid the foundation of the earth and the 
_ * heavens are the works of thy hands: they 
1 * ſhall periſh, but thou remaineſt : and as a 

- veſture "_ thou fold them up, and they 


I 2 ” * 
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* hall be changed.” Heb. i. 10. 11. 12. This 
is an alluſion to the 102 Pſalm, where it is 
uſed as an addreſs to Jehovah. The Apoſ- 
tle having ſpoken of the perpetuity of 
Chriſt's empire, breaks out into language 
expreſſive of the unchangeableneſs of God, 
by whom the Son was ſo exalted. Chriſt's 
kingdom ſhall be an everlaſting kingdom 
becauſe his throne is ſupported by thee, 
O Lord, who in the beginning haſt lard, Ec. 
* And thou Lord” immediately follows 
' what is ſpoken of the God of Chriſt, and 
ſeems to refer to him. | 

After having cited the foregoing texts 
you ſay “ that from ſuch direct and abfolute 
*. teſtimony Dr. Prieſtley bids us look to the 
re reaſonof things.” Leſt the reader, whom 
you would not I am ſure wiſh to miſkead, 
ſhould hence ſuppoſe the Doctor unwilling 
to abide by the determination of the ſacred 
Wrungs, Lam 1 agan* called upon to declare 


Sec Mr. load in loco. | 
b Mr. Randolph's work, page 89. 
g Scc page 92. of this work, 


that 
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that they are his conſtant ſtudy with a view 
to the diſcovery of truth. Having in the 
paragraph immediately preceeding that to 
which you allude, appealed to the uniform 
tenor of ſcripture for the ſupport of his 
own opinions, it was natural for himto add 
that the tenets of his opponent were nei- 
ther ſanctioned by the word of God, nor 
agreeable * to the reaſon of things.. 


SECTION VII. 


Of your comments upon theſe words brought 


forward by Dr. Prięſtley. 


Greater love hath no man than this, that 


* a man lay down his life for his friends,” 
John XV. 1g. 


5 aſk the queſtion, Sir, 
* does our Saviour only mean to intimate 
* from theſe words I, a man like yourſelves, 


* ſent by God, and enabled by his power 


d See panphle to Dr, Geddes a Dr, Price Page 50s 
I 3 to 
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* to guide you into all truth, will ever 

* the greateſt love one man can ſhew to an- 
* other, by laying down my life for your 
* ſake P' and that this is not his meaning, 
you are led to conclude from the tender 
and ſolemn injunttion which he gave to his 


diſciples, when he was about to leave them. 


Let not your heart be troubled; ye be- 
© lieve in God, believe alſo in me. I am 
* the way, and the truth, and the life. No 
* man cometh unto the Father but by me. 
e If ye had known me, ye ſhould have 
* known my Father alſo, and from hence 
forth ye know him, and have ſeen him. 
Greater love than this hath no man, that 
* man lay down his life for his friends. 1 
r who came forth from the Father, and 
« 2am come into the world; I who now 


<* Jeave the world, and go to the Father, am 


* ready to lay down my life for you, that 


* by my death ye may be reſtored to 


* everlaſting life. Theſe things have I 
* ſpoken to you in proverbs ; the time 


e See Mr. Randolph's work page 19. 5 
- * cometh 
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* c@geth when I ſhall no more ſpeak un- 


to you in proverbs, but I ſhall ſhew you 


* plainly of the Father. At that day ye 
„ ſhall aſk in my name, and I ſay not unto 
you that [will pray the Father for you : for 


* the Father himſelf loveth you, becauſe 
* ye have loved me, and have believed that 
came out from God.” 

“The reſult of this inſtructive conſola- 
A tion was,” you obſerve, © this plain AVOW= 


* al of his diſciples.” Lo now thou ſpeakeſt 


plainly, and ſpeakeſt no proverb, now we 


are ſure that thou knoweſt all things, and 
needeft not that any man ſhould . aſk thee. 


By this we believe that thou cameſt out. 


from God. You © have dwelt pretty fully 
* upon this paſſage of St. John, becauſe 
vou think it as forcible an evidence of a 
pre- exiſtent ſtate of glory, as words can 
* convey. Our Saviour prays to be glo- 
© rified with the glory which he had with 
* the Father before the world was, he had 
* finiſhed the work he had to perform : he 
# had only to fulfill the Scriptures by 
1 his 
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«© his ſufferings, to manifeſt the power of 
* his reſurrection, and to return to judge 
* that world in righteouſneſs, that he had 
* ſaved by his merciful interference.“ Let 
us attentively examine all the words 
which in this conſolatory addreſs of our 
Saviour to his diſciples appear in the leaſt 
to favor the doctrine of his pre-exiſtence. 
Ve believe in God, believe alſo in me. | 
Here Chriſt plainly declares himſelf not 


to be God. Ye believe in God, believe 


alſo in me, as the Meſſhah, 

tf ye had known me, ye ſhould have 
known my Father alſo, and from hence- 
forth ye know him, and have ſeen him.“ 
If theſe words be taken literally, they im- 
ply that Chriſt, whom they ſaw, was the 
Father; but we are told that tte Father 
dwelleth in light macceſſible, whom no man 
hath ſeen or can fee. We alſo perceive 
in two or three verſes above, no man cometh 
unto the Father, but by me. Here he evi- 
dently diſtinguiſhes himſelf from the Father. 


f Mr. Randolph's work, page 109. 
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In what manner then will you explain 
theſe words ? will you ſay that he, who had 
ſeen Chriſt, might on account of his di- 
| vine nature which was one with the F ather, 

be ſaid to have ſeen the Father ? But if 
the human nature of Chriſt was united with 
a divine, by which he was equal in power 
to the Father, then Chriſt would never 
have uſed this language. I can of my 


own ſelf do nothing, the words which 1 ſpeak 


unto you, I ſheak not of myſelf ; but the 
Father, who dwelleth in me, he doeth the 
works. Thele expreſſions, taken from the 
verſe immediately ſubſequent, ſufficiently 
explain in whatſenſe we are to underſtand 


Chriſt, when he ſays, he that hath ſeen me, 


hath ſeen the Father. He that hath ſeen 
the works, which my Father who dwelleth 
in me, performs by my voluntary inſtru- 


mentality, may be ſaid to have ſeen the 


Father. 


By this we believe that ibn —_ out 


from God.] We haveſhewnin another places 
ihat the diſciples looked upon their maſter 
in. 
£ See page 76. 77, of this work, 
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in no other light, than as a Prophet maghty 


n deed, and word, before God, who they 


truſted would have redeemed Iſrael from 
the Roman Yoke. They had not therefore 
the leaſt conception of Chriſt having exiſt- 
ed in a former ſtate, when he talked of 
coming forth from the Father, and of coming 
into the world, or when they declared their 
own belief that he came out from God, 
To come forth from the Father, or to come | 
out from God meant no more, than to have 
a ſpecial commiſſion from God. 

 Gtorify me with the glory, which Thad with 
Zhee before the world was, John xvii. 5. | This 
text you have interwoven with your re- 
marks, and as it is much inſiſted upon by 
the believers of our Saviour's pre-exiſtence, 
I cannot pals it over in ſilence. If it 
be allowed that Chriſt prays to be re- 
ſtored to the glory he had actually enjoy- 
ed with the Father before this univerſe 
was formed, then according to your ſcheme 
(the Trinitarian) Chriſt prays that his di- 
ine nature might againbeputinto poſſeſſion 


of 
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ef that glory which it once had, but now 


had not. The divine nature which is om- 
nipreſent, had quitted heaven, and although 
ever the ſame, and unchangeable, had been 


| diveſted of its dignity. 


But I contend ſtill further that neither is 
this text favourable to the Arian Hypo- 
theſis. Chriſt for his humility and obedi- 
ence was to be more highly exalted, for 
this is the meaning of vzzuyucs. To pray, 


after having fimiſhed his work, to be reſto- 


red to the ſame glory which he poſleſſed 
before he came down from heaven, is in- 
compatible with the knowledge he poſſeſſ- 
ed that a greater degree of dignity was re- 
ſerved for him. 

The way, in which this pallage i is to be 


underſtood, will be beſt ſeen by conſider- 


ing the nature of the Glory, which Chriſt 


deſired. As I think Mr. Lindſey's explana- 


ation the beſt which poſſibly can be given, I 
make no apology for inſerting it at full 
length. © There is a very ſingular paſlage 


© of the lifeof Chriſt recounted, John xii. 20. 
which 
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© which happened a day or two before he 
* uttered this prayer, Glorify thou me Gc, 

* which wonderfully diſcovers to us what 
© Jay neareſt his heart, and was the ob- 
* ject of his wiſhes, the glory he ſought. 
* Some Greeks, or religious Gentiles, had 
* defired the favor of ſeeing him, in all 
* probability to know whether they, who 
** were not of the race of the Jews, might 


* hope for any benefit from him, the 


* fame of whole virtues, miracles, and high 
* favor with God had reached them. Up- 
“on his Apoſtle's telling him of the cu- 
© riofity and deſire of theſe ſtrangers, he 
* thus, with a kind of exultation, expreſſes 
© the great ſatisfaction he had in it, v. '29. 
* 24. The hour is come that the Son of man 
* ſhould be Glorrfied, Verily, Verily, I ſay 
* unto you, except a corn of wheat fall into 
* the ground and die, it abideth alone; but 
/ it die, it bringeth forth much fruit : i. e. 
5 Horne theſe Gentiles defirous to ſee me 
nov is the time near, when the ſalutary 
8 truths of the Goſpel ſhallbe made known 
| 66 to 
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* to them, and to all the world. (This is 


* plainly what he means by his being Glo- 
*:fied) But it is by my death, which 
| © 1s approaching, and the happy conſe- 


« quences of it, that this moſt deſirable 
* event will be brought about. Upon 
his being affected, (for he could not 
* have been a man, had not he been fo) 


* with the thought and near proſpect of his 


* ſufferings and death; he ſays verſe 27. 
** Now 2s my foul troubled : and what ſhall I 
* jay ? Father, ſave me from this hour: But 


* for this cauſe came I unto. this hour. 


* Father glorify thy name, 1. e. though 
* nature ſhrinks upon the view of the 
* evils that are before me, and would 
* prompt me to ſeek a deliverance from 
"them: I will not deſire it—Heavenly 
© Father, let thy truth flouriſh and prevail 
* by my means! Whatever I am to ſuffer, 
* I gladly ſubmit. Ver. 28. Then there came 
voice from heaven, ſaying, I have both 


"glorified it, and will glorify it again- 


i. e. I have already given thee a fore-taſte 
| EE D _ 
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* of this glory, Hy the ſucceſs which hath 
attended thy miracles and preaching. 
© And I will honor thee ſtill more, and add 
* to thy glory by raiſing thee ſpeedily to 


life, and enlarging thy powers of promot- 


ing the goſpel of truth and righteouſneſs, 
Thus it appears that the great object of 
* our Lord's thoughts upon the approach 
* of his death, what he moſt carneſtly defir- 
* ed, hrs expected glory, was the ſucceſs of 
* the goſpel that he preached.” > And 
as this ſucceſs was ordained before the 
world was, Chriſt ſpeaks of it, as if it had 
actually taken place before the formation 
of the world; juſt as the Lamb is ſaid to 
have been ſlain before the world was. 
May I not then venture to ſay that this 
paſſage of the Apoſtle John, on which great 
ſtreſs is uſually laid, affords not the leaſt 
foundation for ſuppoſing that Chriſt pre- 
exiſted 2 Do we not in this ſame chapter 
find our Saviour uſing language, which, if 
he knew himſelf to þe more than man, 


k Mr. a s ſequel to his Apology, Page 239, 246. 
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could not but miſlead his diſciples ? © If 
Thad not done amongſt them the works 
3 © which none other man did :* John xv. 24. 
o Ml Who that heard theſe words could put any 
. other meaning on them than that Chriſt in- 
z. tended to repreſent himſelf only as one of 
of MW the human race? To ſuppoſe him to have a 
hk WW reſerve, and to have ſpoken of his human 


r. nature, whilſt he was conſcious of belong- 
of Ning to a ſuperior order of beings, is to en- 
+ WW tcrtain unworthy ſentiments of him, and to 
ne make him guilty of equivocation. | 
But you urge ſtill further —Uponthe ſup- 

poſition of © mere humanity, what merit 


a7 * had Chriſt to aſſume ?“ 

He had the merit of devoting his life in 
5 the cauſe of truth, and of ſetting others an 
at example to tread in his ſteps. Any other 


au nan who would have done the ſame (and 
many ſuch there doubtleſs have been, and 
are) might lay claim to equal merit. 

But let me aſk how is the merit of Chriſt 
greater upon the Trinitarian, or Arian 
ſcheme, than the Humanitarian ? 


: Mr. Randoph's work, page 111, 0 | 
© Many 
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4 Many have ſuffered martyrdom);” you at! 


Jay, in the caule of truth, and have tri- the 
* umphed and exulted i in a cruel and igno- the 
minious death, which our Saviour —_— | c 

* ed with ſo much agony and ſorrow.” rit 

I cannot think it, Sir, any proof that our I der 
Saviour's merit was inferior to the martyrs, glo 


becauſe he ſhewed a more lively ſenſe of a g 
ſuffering. On the contrary the -more our 
natural feelings render us averſe to an acti- 
on which appears right, the greater the mo- 
ral worth in performing it. If Chriſt was 
conſtituted of exquiſite ſenſibility, the great. 
er was his merit in drinking of the cup 
which he wiſhed to paſs from him, and meet- 
ing with reſignation the hour from which 
be would gladly have faved himſelf, had it 
been agreeable to the will of his Father. 
How amiable does our Maſter appear 
when in the very moment of the 'greatell 
apprehenſion of ſuffering he ſummons up 
all his fortitude, and declares his acquiel- 
ence in the Divine Will! O my Father, 


k Mr. Randolph's work, page 111. : 
| | if 


man. 
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it be poſſible, let this cup paſs from me, never- 
theleſs not as I will, but as thou wilt : Mat- 


thew, xxvi. 39. 
Should it be contended chat Chriſt me- 
rit . in dying for the world is greater conſi- 


dering him to have pre- exiſted in a ſtate of 


glory, becauſe by relinquiſhing it he made 
a greater ſacrifice than man could have 
made, let it be conſidered that in the ſame 
degree as the ſacrifice was greater than man 
could have made, muſt his powers be ſupe= 
rior to man. The capacities of a being muſt 
ever be in proportion to the rank which he 
holds in the creation. Thus by allowing 
Chriſt to have made a temporary reſignation 
of the dignity and happineſs he enjoyed in 
heaven we cannot attribute greater merit to 
him, than by looking upon him only as a 


human being. Nay more, when he prays 


for the forgiveneſs of his enemies, there was 
more merit in the ſupplication if he was 
only one of the human race; for ſuch an 
exalted pitch of virtue muſt be more eafily 
reached by a ſuperior being, than by a mere 


K | Having 
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Having ſaid thus much to remove your 
objection to ourſcheme of Chriſtianity upon 
the ground that it robs Chriſt of his merit in 
dying for us, I beg leave to add that by 
regarding him not only as a mere man, but 
as one who had the moſt lively ſenſe of ſuf- 
tering, the example is better calculated for 
our benefit. If we ſuppoſe him to have 
poſſeſſed the powers of a higher order of 


beings it may be ſaid (as I before mention- 


edi) in excuſe for not copying his charac- 


ter, that his virtues are beyond our imita- 


tion. And had our Lord (if we ſuppoſe 


him to have been but a man) ſhewn himſelf 
inſenſible to the cruelties inflifted by his 
enemies, his firmneſs might have been at- 
tributed by ſome to want of feeling, rather 
than to the greatneſs of his principles : but 
by his reſignation to the will of God, not- 
withſtanding his dreadof pain andthe acute- 
neſs of his ſenſations, we are plainly inſtruc- 
ted that how ſtronglyſoever nature may re- 
coil from ſuffering, we muſt not chooſe our 


1 Sec page 55 of this work, 
| own 


D 
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own eaſe in preference to the rugged paths 
of virtue, nor murmur at any trials, how- 
ever ſevere, which are appointed for us by 


the righteous and merciful Diſpoſer of all 
events, 


SECTION VII. 


Of your opinion that it is of no conſequence | 
to the preſent controverſy whether Chriſt's 
expiring on the croſs was © the immedi- 

* ate effeft of his oum volition,” or the na- 
tural conſequence of his crucifixion; And 
alſo of your argument in ſupport of Chriſt's 
pre-exiſtence from his raifing the dead, 
and judging the world. 


D R. PRICE having argue 
ed from the aſtoniſhment of Pilate at the 
ſpeedy death of Jeſus © that he had volun- 
* tarily diſmiſſed his own Spirit, Dr. Prieſt- 
ley controverts his opinion, and con- 
tends that our Saviour expired on the croſs 


as any other man would have done. In 
/ K 2 this 
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this inſtance you grant that Dr. Prieſt- 


ley has the advantage, ſince the various 

© phraſes of the Apoſtles eme ro WVEUpe, 

© eZeWVELGE, raped WKE TO 9 EU, are in the 
© beſt claſſical writers expreſſive of expiring 
* mortality.” But you think that the queſtion 
agitated by theſe learned writers is totally 
unconnected with the controverſy.” The 
contrary however appears to me to be 


true. If Chriſt, when nailed to the tree, 


diſmiſſed life by his own fiat without any 
aſſiſtance whatſoever, it cannot be doubted 
that he was more than one of the human 


race. Is it not to the purpoſe to deſtroy 


an argument which, if ſound, would have 
invalidated Dr. Prieſtley's' notion of the 
ſimple humanity of Chriſt 2? To me it ap- 
pears far from © abſurd ad uſeleſs.” 
The only queſtion, you ſay, 15 this, 
% Whether Chriſt voluntarily gave to his 
* enemies a power over his life for the fi- 
nal purpoſe of our redemption ; or whe- 


m Mr. Randolph's work, page 113. 114. 
» Mr. Randolph's work, page 114. 


66 ther 
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* ther, like any other man, he was unjuſt- 
* ly tried, condemned, and executed, and 
- had no means to ſave himſelf, had he 
«thought proper.“ | 

If the former be admitted, you think 
the matter decidedly. in your favor: how 
much then will you be ſurpriſed, when I 
allow that Chriſt voluntarily gave a power 


over his life for the final purpoſe of our 


ſalvation, whilſt he had means to ſave 
| himſelf ! Chriſt could have prayed. to his 
Father, who he knew would preſently 
have ſent him twelve legions of Angels, 
but he choſe, by. his death to fulfil the ſcrip- 
tures. In an endeavor to claſs Chriſt 
amongſt a higher order of beings than 
ourſelves, how Sir, could you fix upon 
this text ? Inſtead of proving your point, 
it confirms the former words of Chriſt 
that he could dg nothing of himſelf, and 
ſhews chat he was no more than a man 
aided by God. You ought to make 1t ap- 
pear that he poſſeſſed i in hamfe if ſuch pow- 


© Mr, Randolgh's work, page 114. | 
K 3 ers, 
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ers, that he could have eſcaped in a ſuper- 


| natural manner from the hands of his ene- 


mies; not that he could have overcome 
them by that aſſiſtance, which he knew he 


could always receive from his Father. 
If then Chriſt has told us in words which 


will bear no other meaning, that he was in- 


capable without the aid of his Father of 


employing the heavenly hoſts to effect his 


liberation, he ſurely did not mean to ſay by 


urging before Pilate thou couldeſt have no 
fower againſt me except it were given thee 


from above that he could of himſe if pre- 


vent Pilate from doing him an injury. Nor 


could he mean to ſay that © he had life in 


himſelf and a Tight to diſpoſe thereof,” when 


he declares no man. forceth it from me, I tay 
it down of myſelf ; I have power to lay it 


down, and I have power to take it up agam, ? 


Nay our Saviour explains himſelf io the 


| contrary immediately afterwards, for this 
commandment ſays he I have received of my 


p Mr, Randolph's work, 114 


Father. 


us. 
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Father. He ſays that he lays down his life 
of, amet} becauſe he does not avail himſelf 
of the aſſiſtance of his Father, who, if en- 
treated by him, would interpoſe for his de- 


liverance: he ſays that he has power to take 


up his life again becauſe his Father had 


commanded, or determined that his reſur- 


rection ſhould come to pals. 
This explanation, given by our Saviour, 
ſhews in what ſenſe we are to underſtand 


all the expreſſions, in which Chriſt ſpeaks 


of raiſing himſelf, a or others, from the dead, 


as if the effect was produced by himſelf. 


4 q This expreſſion, ſiterally taken, is the greateſt abſur- 

dity—To ſuppoſe a being to raiſe himſelf from the grave, 
or to ſtart into life of himſelf, 1s to . an effect 
without a cauſe, God muſt be the Author of contradiction, 
if he has revealed a doctrine ſo directly in oppoſition to the 
voice of thoſe rational powers, with which he has endued 
us. If it be ſaid that it was the divine nature of Chriſt 
which raiſed his human nature from the grave, then there 
was no being, who raiſed himſelf from the grave. That 
which was dead did not of itſelf riſe again, __ was raiſ- 
ed by a foreign cauſe. 
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Deſtroy this temple and in three days I will 
raſe it up John ii, 19, Chriſt here ſpeaks 
as if he would raiſe up the temple of his 
body by hzs own perſonal power, becauſe he 


was certain that God would ineviably ac- | 
compliſh it. Will you permit me to aſk you 
| how you could think of adducing this ex- 


preſſion of our Saviour's, and the remark 
made upon it by the Apoſtle John, to diſ- 


prove Dr, Prieſtley's aſſertion, that there 


does not occur a fingle expreſſion, which can be 
interpreted into an intimation that his diſci- 
ples had the idea of his raifing himſelſ from 


the dead.* When the Apoſtles after the re- 


ſurreci ion of their Maſter comprehended 
that he had ſpoken * of the temple of has 


body,” how does it appear that they under- 


ſtood the expreſſion and I will raiſe it up, 


as declaratory that he would raiſe his own 


body from the dead? This could not have 
been their conſtruction of it, for we find the 


uniform belief of the diſciples was, that he 
was raiſed from the grave by the power of 


r Mr, Randolph work, page 117, 


God 
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God the Father. Gal. i. 1. God the Father, 
who r ed him (Jeſus Chriſt) from the dead 
1 Thels, i. 9. 10. Whom he (God the Father) 
raiſed from the dead, Theſe and many other 
paſſages which might be brought forward 
demonſtrate that the Apoſtles entertained 
no other notion, paſſages ſo direct and ex- 
preſs, that all others, which relate to the 
ſame point, ought to be explained conſiſtent- 
ly with them but there is no occaſion of 
ſwelling the number of our citations. 
As the Father hath life 1 in himelf, jo hath 
he given the Son to have life in himſelſ, John 
v. 26. This can never mean that the Son 
had a divine, or ſelf-exiſtent nature. Whats 
ever is intended by the Son's having zfe in 


hamſelf, it was ſomething given to him, it 


was a derived power. It appears by the con- 
text that Chriſt is ſpeaking of the general 
reſurrection, and the ſubſequent judgment. 


All that are in their graves ſhall hear his 
 worce ; for as the Father hath life in himſelſ. 


ſohath he given tothe Son to have lifeinhumſelſ. 
To have life in himſelf evidently ſignifies to 


-have 
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have a power of reſtoring the dead to life, 


and the Son ſpeaks as if the Father had 


communicated to him the ſame power, be- 
cauſe he was certain that the F ather would 
accompliſh it by him. 

For as the Father raiſeth up the dead, and 
quickeneth them, even ſo the Son quickeneth 
whom he will, John v. 21. And this ts the 
will of ham that ſent me, that every one 
whach jeeth the Son, and believeth on him, 
may have everlaſting life and 1 will raiſe 
him up at the laſt day: John vi. 40. Here 
Chriſt again ſpeaks as if he- raiſed the dead 
by his 0n power, becauſe the Father had 
aſſured him that it ſhould be effected by 
his inſtrumentality. 

Thus theſe texts amount not to a de- 
claration that the Son could raiſe the dead 
by any power in /imſelf, and ſo far is the 
account of the reſurrection of Lazarus 
from being a viſible manifeſtation of it,“ 
that I think it a ſubſtantial proof of the 


reverle. 


s Mr, Randolph's work, page 120. | | 
Martha 


1 
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Martha meets our Saviour, and in 
* the bitterneſs of lamentation and deſ- 
* pair cries, Lord, i thou hadſt been here, 
* my brother had not died. But I know that 


1 


* even now whatſoever thou wilt 4 of God, 


* he will give it thee. When they were 
* come to the tomb where Lazarus was 
laid, and had taken away the ſtone from 
* it, Jeſus lifted up his eyes, and ſaid, Fa- 
* ther, I thank thee that thou haſt heard me, 
* and I know that thou heareſt me always: 
* but becauſe of the people which ſtand by I 
* /ard it, that they may believe that thou haſt 
* {ent me“ Father, I thank thee that thou 
haſt granted my petition, and wilt enable 
me to raiſe Lazarus from the grave : I do 
not however return thee thus publicly my 
thanks, as if it was a ſingular favor that 
thou now heareſt me, for thou doſt ever 
grant my requeſts; but becauſe of the peo- 
ple I ſaid it, that ſeeing the mighty work 


thou haſt performed by me, they might be- 


lieve that thou haſt ſent me. Our Saviour 


| Mr, Randolph's work, page 121, 122. 


ſeems 
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ſeems deſirous of guarding thoſe about him 0 
* ſuppoſing that this miracle was effect- 28. 
ed by any power in hamfe 7 And ifhe could fo I, 
have raiſed Lazarus from the grave with- 
out aſſiſtance, what need was there of ſoli- Clay 
citing it from the F ather ? Indeed, it 1s judg 
impoſſible to ſuppoſe. Chriſt poſſeſſed ol iN the 

a capacity 27 hen elf to raiſe the dead, 1 
whilſtſo many plain and unambiguous texts ¶ judg. 
give ſo different a repreſentation. Chriſt ſhall 
poſitively declares I can of mine own ſelf In 
do nothing—Peter calls Jeſus a man ap- from 
proved by God, by maracles, wonders, and Ml the + 
* ns, which God wrought by ham. Leſt ſpect 
the Trinitarian ſhould here have recqurſe ſpect 
to the Union of Natures in Chriſt, let awan 
theſe two texts be conſidered in connexi- tell y 
on with the follow ing Ihe Father, who or fic 
dwelleth in me, (ſays Chriſt) he doeth the pothe 


works. | lages 
You next endeavour to prove that Chril © mif 

muſt be more than man from his judging 0 

the world, | Dr. ! 


Qui 
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Our Saviour himſelf ſays Matthew xix. 
28, Verily 1 ſay unto you, that ye who have 
followed ne in the regeneration, when the 


| Son of man ſhall fit upon the throne of his 


Glory, ye alſo ſhall fit upon twelve thrones, 


judging the twelve tribes of Iſrael. And 


the Apoſtle Paul ſays 1 Corinthians vi. 
2. Do ye not know that the ſaints ſhall 
judge the world? Know ye not that we 


ſhall judge Angels? 


In obje&ion to Dr. Prieſtley's coticluſlon 


from theſe paſſages you do not inſiſt that 


the term judging is uſed /iterally with re- 


ſpe& to Chriſt, but figuratively with re- 


ſpect to his diſciples, for you are well 
aware that Dr. Prieſtley might retort, and 
tell you, that you make the ſame term /zterat 
or figurative, as it beſt ſuits your own Hy- 
potheſis ; but you contend that theſe paſ- 
lages © expreſsly declare a power and com- 


* miſhon granted and delegated by Chriſt 


* to his diſciples.” « Let this be ſo, and 
Dr. Prieſtley's concluſion from theſe paſ- 


Mr. Randolph's work, page 12g. 
ſages 
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wes, namely, © that judging the world is 


881 


no proof of a nature ſuperior to man 
is not in the leaſt ſhaken. If the diſciples 
could execute the office of judging © by a 
* powerandcommilſion granted and delega- 
* ted, then a ſuperior nature to man Is not 
neceſſary for the ſake of determining the 
final ſentence of accountable creatures. 

The Father hath given him (the Son) au- 
thority to execute judgment alſo, becauſe 
he is the Son of man, John v. 29. ori 
ſhould not here have been rendered becauſe 
but although. Son of man amongſt the 
Hebrews was a redundant form of ſpeech, 
and generally uſed by them to denote a 
man of low degree, a common man. See 
Job xxv. 6. xxxv. 8. Pſalm viii. 4. 
Matthew xxvi. 64. The ſenſe of this 
paſſage then 15—and the Father hath given 


the Son authority to execute judgment 


alſo, although he is now only an ordinary 


man, deſpiſed by you.. 


v See Dr. Prieſtley's letters to Dr. Price, 


ſequel, 


his exc 
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If the preſent verſion be retained, then 


it may be ſuppoſed to refer to Daniel 


vii. 14.” 
As to the Trinitarian Hypotheſis, it ſeems 


abſolutely overthrown by the words, the 


Father hath given him authority to execute 
judgment. If the God-man is to fit in judg- 


ment, and his authority 1s derived from 


the Father, how can they be equal to each 


thy] ? If it beurged that theFather gave 


w For theſe remarks I am indebted to Mr. Lindſay 8 


ſequel, page 410. I have derived ſo much ſatisfaction from 


his excellent note for preferring although to becauſe, that I 
cannot help tranſcribing it. o is ſometimes uſed in the 
ſenſe of quamvis, although, by the beſt Greek writers, And 
the Hebrew correſponding conjunction has very frequent- 
ly this fignification, which might lead the Evangeliſts to 
adopt it in this and other paſſages. For want of attending 
to this, our Engliſh tranſlators have, in ſome inſtances, re- 
preſeated the ſenſe imperfettly. Thus John viii. 45, what 
we render, becauſe, ſhould be, although T tell you thetruth, ye 
believe me not. And Acts i. 17. For ſhould be rendered, al- 
though he was numbered with us, and had obtained part in 
this miniſtry, Deut. xxix. 19. I ſhall have peace though 
| walk in the imagination of mine heart. or by the lxx. 
But 2 Sam. ii. 7. Therefore now be ye valiant ; for is 
wrongly tranſlated inſtead of, although your maſter Saul is 
dead, By the Ixx or.. 


authority 


r 
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the authority only to the human nature of 
Chriſt, why might not the Son have ſup- 


plied himſelf ? what occaſion was there 
of, having recourſe to the Father ? 

Having as you imagine ſhewn that the 

preceeding texts ſupport not the doctrine 


of Humanitarianiſm, you advance the 


ſcriptural deſcription of Chriſt's ſecond 


coming, and from the terms which are 


uſed, you think yourſelf authoriſed to con: 


tinue your * idolatrous worſhip. 85 

All power is given unto me in heaven and 
in earth. The Father judgeth no man, but 
hath committed all judgment to the Son. I 
am the reſurrection and the life. Verily, 
verily, I Jay unto you, The hour is com- 
ing, and now ts, when the dead ſhall hear 
the voice of the Son of God and they that 
kear ſhall live. For as the Father hath life 
in himſelf, fo hath he given to the Son to 
have liſe in himſelf. Marvel not at this: 
for the hour is coming, in the whach all that 
are in the graves Als hear fits voice, 


xz Mr, Randolph's work, page 129 
| | | and 
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and ſhall come forth, they that have done 
good, unto the reſurreftion of life ; and 
they that have done evil, unto the reſurrec- 
tion of damnation. Then ſhall appear the 
ſign of the Son of Man in heaven : and then 
/hall all the tribes of the earth mourn, and 
they ſhall ſee the Son of Man coming in the 
clouds of heaven, with power and great 
glory. And he ſhall ſend his Angels with a 
great ſound of a trumpet, and they ſhall 
gather together his elect from the four 
winds, from one end of heaven to the other. 
When the Son of Man ſhall come in tus glory, 
and all the holy angels with him, then ſhall 
{ he fit upon the throne of his glory and 
before him ſhall be gathered all nations; and 
8 he ſhall ſeparate them one from another, as 
d a ſhepherd drvideth his ſheep from the goats; 
U and he ſhall jet the ſheep on his right hand, 
fe and the goats on has left. Then ſhall the 


10 King ſay unto them on has Tight hand, Come, 

De bleſſed of pny Father, inherit the kingdom | 1 
a Wl prepared for you before the . of 1 
„de worldy |: 


y Mr, Randolph's work p page 127, 128, | 


T Fcan Y 
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I can ſee nothing in this long quotation | 


which oppoſes the Dottrine of Chrilt's 
| ſimple humanity, 

All power ts given unto me in sen and 
earth : Matt. xxviii. 18. This is part of the 


diſcourſe which Jeſus held with his diſciples 


after his reſurrection, and by which he 
means to ſay, Under my feet the Father hath 
put in ſubjection theworld which us to come. 
The Father judgeth no man, but hath com- 
mitted all jugdment to the Son : John v. 21. 
If the Son received his commiſſion from 
the Father, how can they be equal? Nor is 
there any reaſon for ſuppoſing the Son poſ- 
ſeſſed of greater powers than man becauſe 
he is to execute this commiſſion, ſince 


the ſame office is alſo to be diſcharged by 


his diſciples.“ This text is in my opinion 
to be underſtood thus— The Father pro- 
nounceth not judgment upon any man, 
but hath committed it to the Son, by whom 
he will declare on the great day of Accounts 
the future lot of each individual. This is 
11 2 See page 142 of this work. | 
| proved 
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proved to be the true conſtruction by the 
Apoſtle Paul's poſitive aſſertion that the 
Father will judge the world by that man 
whom he hath ordained. Acts xvii. 31. Thoſe 
who heard this diſcourſe could no other- 


wiſe have underſtood the terms by that 
man, than that the Judge of the world 


would be but a man; this the Apoſtle muſt 
have known, and therefore had he been 
ſenſible that Chriſt was of a ſuperior nature 
to man, it may be affirmed with boldneſs 


that he would have expreſſed himſelf in a 


very different manner. 


JI am the reſurrection and the life. | The 


Father dwelleth in me, and by me he per- 
forms miracles, ſigns, and wonders; aided 


by his power, I can raiſe thy lifeleſs bro- 
ther. This is one mode of interpreting 
the words of this text, but I do not under- 
ſtand them in this light myſelf. It appears 


to me from the context, that when Martha 


ſays J know that my brother ſhall riſe a- 


gain on the laſt day, Jeſus takes the oppor- 
tunity to ſpeak of the effect of receiving 


Es -: his 
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his doctrine I am the reſurrection and the 
. tife. Then he goes on to explain in what 
ſenſe he is ſo to be conſidered He that 
believeth in me, though he were dead, yet 
ſhall he live. My words are life, he that 
truly believeth in them, though he were 


dead in his ſins, ſhall be prevailed upon 


to forſake them, and live unto righteouſ- 
neſs, ſhall be raiſed from the grave, and 
crowned with eternal and perfect happi- 


neſs. Jeſus calls himſelf he reſurrectioon 


and the life, becauſe his true diſciples 


ſhould be raiſed from the grave to endleſs - 


life. — 

Verity, verily, J jay unto you the hour 
25 coming, and now is, when the dead ſhall 
hear the vorce of the Son of God.) God the 


Father, who raiſed Chriſt from the dead, 


ſhall by him ſummon to judgment all who 
are in their graves. Would you infer a 
ſuperior nature in Chriſt from the appella- 
tion Son of God ? Chriſt may be ſo called 


becauſe he was the Meſhah,* or upon vari- 


See page 8a, of this work. 
Ous 


N 
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ous other accounts perfectly compatible 


with his ſimple humanity. Beſides if Chriſt 


be more than man, becauſe he is denom1- 
nated the Son of God, Chriſtians to whom 
the ſame mark of diſtinction is applied, 


muſt be raiſed to the ſame degree of exal- 


tation. But to as many as received it (di- 


vine wiſdom) to them it gave power to become 
the Sons of God, John i. v. 12. The Spirit 
ztſelf beareth witneſs with our ſpirit that we 
are the children of God. Rom. vin. 16. 

For as the Father hath life in himſelf, jo 


hath he given the Son to have life in him- 
felf, John v. 26. I have already endeavor- 


ed to make 1t appear that this declaration 
cannot ſignify that the Son is a ſelf-exiſtent 
being, becauſe it was given him to have 
life in himſelf; but that he deſcribes him- 
ſelf as raiſing the dead by h own perſonal 


power, becauſe he knew that the Father 


would effect it by him.“ 
Upon a careful examination of all the 
texts you have brought forward I cannot 


d See Page 137. 138. of this work. 
L 3 find 


\ y * 
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find another, from which it can even be 


pretended that Chriſt, when he ſhall come 
to judgment, will ſhew himſelf to be any 
other than a man, aided by the power of 
God. | 

Having under the * preceding "By 
tions replied to the principal, if not all 
your criptural arguments againſt the ſim- 


ple Humanity of Chriſt, I cloſe this leiter, 


which is indeed of great length, * ſub- 
ſcribing myſelf, 


Dear Sir, 


Yours &c. 


tha 


pol 
Dr. 


, dep 


ter 
On. 
as « 
of 1 


| live 


dict 
of d 
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LETTER ME 


Of your attempt to ſhew © that the faith of 


* Chriſtians in early times does not tend 


* to ſettle or corroborate Dr. Prieſtley's 


interpretation of Scripture language.“ 


See Mr. Randolph's work, page 23. 


Me 


DE AR SIR. 


AruTtaoucnyo think 


that an appeal to the teſtimony of the A- 
poſtolic writers 1s of little weight, yet as 


Dr. Prieſtley lays great ſtreſs upon it, you 
depart from your original deſign, and en- 
ter into the field of hiſtorical inveſtigati- 
on. Theſe writers you are ready to admit 


as evidences of their own opinions, and 


of the opinions of the times in which they 
lived; but you object to receive their ver- 
dict in a queſtionwhich is to decide the truth 
of doctrines. | 3 
L 4 


r YORI OT CES men 
e = 


| 
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Of your reaſons for thinking that Polycarp 


was not an Humanitarian. 


| Da. 'PRIESTLEY, *to - 


* prove that St. John by the expreſſion 
* coming in the fleſh could mean to aſſert 
© nothing more than our Lord's manhood, 


* adduces as collateral evidence“ the 


following paſlage from Polycarp's letter to 


the Philippians--© Being zealous of what is 
* good, abſtaining from all offence, and 
“from falſe brethren, and from thoſe who 
bear the name of Chriſt in hypocriſy, and 


* who deceive vain men; for whoſoever 


does not confeſs that Jeſus Chrift is come 


* zn the fleſh, he is Antichriſt : And whoſo- 
* ever does not confeſs his ſuffering upon 
* the croſs, is from the Devil. And whoſoever 
* herverts the oracles of the Lord to has own 
< entereſts, and jays, that there ſhall be 


* netther any reſurrection nor judgment, he 


ec See Mr, Randolph's work, page 23. 


cc 1s | 
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* is the firſt born of Satan. Whereſore 


* leaving the vanity of many and their falſe 
* Dottrines let us Sc. Sc. 

You think Archbiſhop Wake's tranſlati- 
on unexceptionable, but would not ex-Ov 
was have been better rendered /uſts,4 than 


mtereſts 


d In this ſenſe it was probably uſed by the venerable dif- 
ciple of the apoſtle John. £wOupic as its derivation g. 
and Ouucs animus imports, means deſire, and is in the 
ſacred writings ſometimes uſed to expreſs an innacent, 
ſometimes a vicious defire, 

Ew. Ou⁵⁰u e eweOuunra With defire have I deſired ta 
eat this paſſover Sc. Luke xxii. 15. Ty ETOuppuicay 
£VwV £15 TO aVaAuGas having a defire to depart and to be with 
Chriſt, Phil. i. 3. 

150 TE yep EmQupinay vn new | for I had no! know 
luft, if the Law had not ſaid thou ſhalt not covet Romans vii. 7, 
xa eWi1Qupunay Fapxog & fry TENETYTE and ye lines fub 
fill the luſt of the fleſh, Gal. v. 16. 

But the plural e1Ov/ucu is generally, if not always 
uſed by the ſacred writers in a culpable . namely, to 
denote ſinful deſires, 

EV QCEAYELGIS, ear 1Ou pains, 00ÞAUY1HIG lafivieu 
neſs, luſts, exceſs of wine. 1 Pet. iv. g. &c. &c. 

Luv Tois TaOnuns:, xa Ta π ũ¹1! H ſhall cru- 
afy the fleſh with the aſfections and luſts, Gal. v. 24. 

Polycarp 


N J ? 
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Polycarp by theſe three diftin& clauſes, 


alludes either io one claſs, or to three claſſes 
of perſons. I cannot think it in the leaſt 


degree probable that by any tuo clauſes , 


he intended but one claſs, and by the third 
another, fo as to have in view tuo deſcrip- 
tions of men.—In your judgment, Sir, 
Polycarp contemplates rec different 
claſſes; © he maintains the Doctrine of 
* the incarnation againſt one ſet of men 
« wko denied our Lord's Divinity, namely 
* the Ebtonites ; his real crucifixion a- 
* oainſt another who diſavowed his huma- 
* nity, the Gnoſtics his reſurrection and 
final judgment againſt a third who believed 
* it to be poſt, or who denied it ever was to 
c come: Thele laſt, who believed there nei- 
* ther had been, nor would be a reſurre&i- 
„on, were, as you inform us in a- note, the 
Sadducees ? According to Dr. Prieſtley 
the Gnoſtics are the ſole object of Poly- 
carp's cenſure, becauſe the two laſt clauſes 
can apply to them only | 


ce Sec Mr. Randolph's work, page 2g, with his note (d 
| . 
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If. by the laſt clauſe Polycarp maintains 
the reſurrection and final judgment again{t 
ſuch, as either believed the reſurrection to be 
paſt, or denied that it ever was to come, 
then there are four different claſſes—Thoſle 
who believed the reſurrection, to have been 
paſt, amongſt which number were Hymen- 
dus and Philetus,* inſiſted that the ſcriptu- 
ral account of the reſurrection did not fig- 
nify the reſurrection of the body, but a 
death unto fin, and a life unto 1:ighteouſ- 
neſs; and that the ſoul, thus riſen unto 
innocence, would ſurvive its annihilated 
material covering, and live in never-ending 


happineſs : But the Sadducees, who were 


an ancient ſect amongſt the Jews, denied a 
future ſtate in any form, Theſe two are 
ſurely very different claſſes ; and thus Po- 
lycarp by the tree clauſes means four, not 
three deſcriptions of men, 


f 2 Timethy, ii. 17, 18. 


But 
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But how you could ſuppoſe for a mo- 
ment that the Sadducees were in the con- 
templation of Polycarp, is really ſurpriſing. 


He could not have had in his mind any | 
ſect of the Jews, becauſe he ſays, that | 
thoſe who deny the reſurrection, and fi- 


nal judgment, pervert *© the oracles of the 
Lord to therr own tuſts.” This expreſſion 
limits the deſcription to ſome who profeſſed 


Chriſtianity, and who from a motive to 
excuſe themſelves for a continuance in 
their ſenfualities forced from their natural 


meaning the poſitive terms, iu which the 
oracles of the Lord declare the reſurrection 


olf the body. Now the only Chriſtians of 


that day, to whom this deſcription 1s ap- 
plicable, are the Gnoſtics. AU this ſett, 
amongſt which may have been ſome who 
were formerly Sadducees, diſbelieved a 
reſurrection of the body, as unworthy of a 
future exiſtence. In conſequence of this 
great contempt for the fleſh, /ome of them 
maintained that it might be abuſed to their 
luſts, and were guilty of the moſt ſcandalous 

impurities, 
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impurities. To theſe Polycarp evidently 
refers: He uſes ſuchbitter language againſt 
them, becauſe on account of their vicious 
lives he looks upon them not as Chriſtians, 


but falſe brethren who bear the name of 


* Chriſt in Hypocriſy, Ec.” and pervert the 
© oracles of the Lord :” he upbraids them 
with vanztyto which the Gnoſtics, who were 
ſo called from pretending to extraordinary 
wiſdom and literature, were much addic- 
ted. . 
It is an additional proof that Polycarp 
by the laſt clauſe intends to reprobate the 
Gnoſtics, becauſe he applies the ſame ex- 
preſſion © The firſt born of Satan” to Mar- 
cion, who was a Gnoſtic. When Marcion 
addreſſed him vith great civility, inſtead 
of returning it, he ſaid with indignation, 
Get thee at a diſtance, thou t born of” 


Satan. s 


Do not theſe conſiderations make it clear, 
that the third clauſe as obviouſly refers to 


the Gnoſtics as the ſecond, which you 
s See Euſebius, lib. 4. ch. 13. 


allow 


— on 
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allow to be directed againſt them. The 


firſt clauſe therefore, upon the principle 
on which I have reaſoned, muſt alſo allude 
to the Gnoſtics; and thus the whole paſ- 
ſage is a recital of the leading doctrines of 
that Sect. Mao ſocver docs not confeſs that 


Jeſus ( Mriſt is come in the fleſh, he is Anti- 


ch1:ſt : | whoſoever does not confeſs that 
Jeſus Chriſt is a man, and not a phantom 
which deluded our ſenſes, is Antichriſt. 


Whoſoever ſhall not confeſs the Martyrdom © 


of the Crofs, is of the devil] ſome of the 


Gnoſtics did approve of Martyrdom in the 


defence of the truth, others did not : a- 
gainſt the latter this clauſe ſeems to be 
levelled. Whofoever perverts Sc.] Who- 
foever perverts the oracles of the Lord for 
the ſake of indulging vicious gratifications 
of ſenſe, and ſays that the reſurrection of 
the body followed by a final judgment for 
the works done in the fleſh, is not the 
dottrine of the Scripture, is the firſt born 
of Satan. This tenet the pious Biſhop 
conſiders as the worſt of all, becauſe it may 
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lead to immorality, and therefore he who 


avows it, is more than of the devil: He is 


the At born of the Devil. 
That Polycarp by inveighing againſt 
thoſe who denied that Jeſus Chriſt was come 


in the fleſh intended no reproof againſt thoſe 


who © denied our Lord's Divinity”, 1s fur- 
therevident from this conſideration ; had he 
meant to point his cenſure againſt the Ebi- 
onites as well as againſt the Phantomiſts, he 
would in other parts of the Epiſtle, when he 
ſpoke of Chriſt, have added ſomething de- 
clartaory of his Divinity. Inſtead of that, 
he is conſtantly aſſerting the actual death 


and reſurrection of Chriſt, as affording a 


complete overthrow to the ſyſtem of the 
Gnoſtics. There appears to have been no 
other thought in his mind; for almoſt as 
often as he mentions the name of his maſter, 
he ſubjoins, © who died for us, and whom 
God raiſed from the dead.” 

Indeed the language of Polycarp is in 
many parts of this Epiſtle to the Philippi- 
ans abſolutely incompatible with a deſign 

10 
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to cenſure thoſe who rejected the Divinity of 
Chriſt. © Mercyand peace to you fromthe all. 
powerfull God, and Fe ſus Chriſt our Savi- 
our.” © Believe therefore in him (God) who 
raiſed our Lord Jeſus C. hrift from the dead, 


have uſed any terms capable of more clear- 
ly ſhewing that he did not hold Chriſt to be 
a Divine perſon ? 

The next ground, on which you aim to 


itarian ſentiments, is his prayer previous 
to his death, as related in the Epiſtle aſ- 
cribed to the Church of Smyrna..* On this 
account, and above all, I laud, IT bleſs, 1 
glorify thee, together with the eternal and 
heavenly Jeſus, thy beloved Son, with whom, 
to Thee and thaHoly Ghoſt, be glory now and 
for evermore. Euſebius, who has quoted 
the greateſt part of this Epiſtle, gives the 
paſſage in a very different manner, a circum- 
ſtance totally omitted by you. If you have 
been ſurpriſed at Dr. Prieſtley's not having 


b Mr. Randolph's work page 29. | 
mentioned 


and gave him glory” &c. Could Polycarp 


_ eſtabliſh that Polycarp did not hold human- 
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mentioned this prayer, not leſs ſo am I at 


your having paſſed over in ſilence the dif- 
ficulty of obtaining complete and accurate 


information as to the contents of it. On 


this account, and above all, I laud' thee, 1 
bleſs thee, I glorify ihee through the eternal 
High Prieſt Jeſus Chriſt, thy well beloved 
Son ; through whom to thee together with 
him in the Holy Spirit be glory now and for 
evermore.* If this be the genuine reading, 


there is not a ſingle word inconſiſtent with 


a belief in the ſimple humanity of Chriſt. 
Through the eternal High Prieſt Jeſus 
Chriſt, thy well beloved Son] © When he is 
* denominated the eternal High Prieſt,” ſays 
Mr. Kett, © his prieſthood ſeems to cha- 


* racteriſe him as human, and his eternity 


* as divine.* Is it neceſſary to inform Mr. 
Kett that aw is frequently uſed in the ſa- 


_ cred writings, where a paſt eternity cannot 


i Euſebius, lib. 4. c. 155. 


* 


k See Mr, Kett's Bampton ſermons, page 209. 
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poſſibly be intended. Beſides, Mr. Kett's 
remark is overthrown by the paſſages Ihave 
above quoted from Polycarp's letter to the 
Philippians, in which he diſtinguiſhes Chr:/? 
from God - paſſages, which Mr. Kett can 
only reconcile to his reaſoning by a ſuppo- 
ſition not favorable to his ſyſtem, namely, 
that the ſentiments of this diſciple of the 


Apoſtle John were changed between the 


period of his letter to the Philippians, and 
the time of his martyrdom which took 
place about ſeventeen years after the m_ 
lication of Juſtin's writings, 


Through whom to thee together with ham 


zn the holy Spꝛrit be glory now and forever- 


more. | Let this part of the Doxology be 


looked upon as unqueſtionable, it is thus 
to be explained Glory is aſcribed to the 
Father, as the Oeog @Tavroxpurup, or God 
omnipotent, to whom the hole prayer 


I wa SN S aiuwviov, that I may have eternal life 


fat, xix. 16. pnpoere Cu awvis Exec, thou haſt 
the words of eternal life: John vi, 16. * 


Ku dug WApaxayo i wiv hath given us everlaſting 


conſolation: 2 Theſs. ii. 16, 


is 


— | AY fats 


as having been conſtituted a High Prieſt 
for ever, or, through all future ages. 
Hitherto we have 1n our reaſoning ſup- 
poſed, that if we were 1n poſſeſſion of the 
true reading of the paſſage now under ex- 
amination, we were in poſſeſſion of the 
words afually uſed by Polycarp in his laſt 


prayer to the Deity ; but this is far from 
certain. It muſt however be confeſſed that 


of the two readings Euſebius has moſt pro- 


bably given us that which comes neareſt to 


the prayer offered by Polycarp, who in 


the concluſion of his Epiſtle to the Philip- 


plans, thus ſupplicates God in their be- 
half—* May the God and Father of our 
Lord Jeſus Chriſt, and he himſelf our ever- 


| laſting High Prieſt, the Son of God, Jeſus 


Chriſt, &c.“ 


The Hiſtory of this letter ſaid to be 


written by the Church at Smyrna is as fol- 


lows—Caius, who was acquainted with 


Irenzus, took a copy of it from a book 
in the poſſeſſion of Irenæus. A perſon, 
M 2 by 
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is addreſſed—Glory is aſcribed to Chriſt 


{ 
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by name Socrates, copied the copy of 


Caius, and another, by name Pionius, co- | 


pied the copy of Socrates, after having, as 
he himſelf tells us, diligently compared it 
with the particulars, which Polycarp had 
returned from the grave to reveal to him. 
In the account then which is handed down 
to us, we have whatever Pionius fancied 
that the Biſhop's Ghoſt had communicated 
to him. Indeed I do not know the time 
when I have peruſed ſo ridiculous, and in- 


_ conſiſtent a letter.— There is a recital of 


a ſtrange ſet of miracles ſuppoſed to have 
been wrought at the time of Polycarp's mar- 
tyrdom—the fire would not blaze in any 


other ſhape than an arch—the body of 


the Biſhop could not be burned, though 
it could be pierced with a ſword, and then 
ſuch a profuſion of blood guſhed out as to 
extinguiſh all the fire which was kindled 
around him. Beſides theſe, and many other 
abſurdities of the ſame kind, we find parts 
ſo militating againſt each other, that both 
cannot be true. It 1s related that Polycarp 

+ predicted 


_ -. 
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predicted that he ſhould die by fire, and at 
the ſame time we are informed that the 
fire could not do him an injury.” The 
prophecy or the miracle muſt be falſe. 
Before, Sir, you had drawn any infer- 
ence from the paſſage you had quoted, 
would you not have done well to have 
previouſly endeavoured to eſtabliſh the 


genuineſs of the reading which you pre- 


ferred to that of Euſebius, and likewiſe to 
have aſſigned your reaſons why the Author 
of an Epiſtle ſo fanciful, and ſo incongru- 
ous, is entitled to the reverence you pay to 


his Authority ? 
What has bee ſaid is ſufficient to make 


us rely but little on Pionius's tranſcript of 
the circular letter from the Church at 
Smyrna. I will not however decline to 
examine your other arguments deduced 
from 1t. 

The Jews were very deſirous to prevent 


the body of Polycarp from being given to 


m See the circular letter of the Church at Smyrna, page 


332, 354. 5 M 3 | | MN 
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the Chriſtians, © but you” (Dr. Prieſtley) 


„ ſuppreſs the reaſon why the Jews were 

* urgent, Left (as they ſaid) abandoning 
* thetr crucified chief, they ſhould begin to 
8 worſhip him, (apb vr ge) Conſidering 

* alſo our Saviour as a mere man, there 
ig ſomething ſingular in the reply to ſuch 

an inſinuation.“ Not knowing that wecan 
* never forſake Chriſt, who has ſuffered for 
* the ſalvation of mankind, the gualileſs for 
* the guilty, nor ever worſhip (56C:50a) any 
* other, Him indeed we adore (wpoguuveps ) 
* as being the Son of God ; but the martyrs in 
* has cauſe we love and ręſpect as diſciples 

* and imitators of their Lord, and even pray 


that we may be found dęſerving being 


* fhetr brethren and afſocuates.”” 

Without commenting upon this freſh 1n- 
ſtance of inconſiſtency in charging a perſon, 
whom you allow to be actuated by a love of 
truth, with ſuppreſſing what appeared to him 
to make againſt his opinions, I proceed to 
remark, that by none of the expreſſions in 


n Mr, Randolph's work page 1. 


theſe 
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theſe two paſſages is it to be proved, that 
Chriſt was regarded as more than man. 
ge ipoog RY RUOUG apud Pythag. 04 TE ,- 
you Xupov w Terps eg eG Xenoph. In the 
ſame manner is Tpocxvrew frequently uſed to 
denote no more than an act of homage 
from one man to another. When the King 
commanded the Servant who had not to 
fay, to be ſold, the Servant fell down 


and worſhipped him ( Tpogexuve, aurw) ſaying, | 


Lord, have patience on me. 
If then theſe terms are uſed in the foals 


I have now explained, by what means will 
you make it appear that they have here 
any other ſignification? Will you attempt 
it by the words of the context? Moſt cer- 
tainly Jeſus Chriſt is declared to have ſut- 
fered the guiltleſs for the guilty.” But 
this language might have been employed 
without thinking Chriſt an object of reli- 
gious adoration, nay, without thinking 
him to be more than man. He who was 
without ſpot, ſuffered for the guilty, or to 
occaſion the guilty to repent of their Sins 

M 4 - ard 
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and turn from them. It is likewiſe true 


that Jeſus is called the Son of God, but 
this appellation might have been given 
him as the Meſſiah, the common ſignifica- 


tion of Son of God amongſt the firſt con- 


verts to Chriſtianity ; or on account of his 


eminent wiſdom and ſanity. | 

The Greek words, which though given 
in your note, are omitted in your tranſla- 
tion, ſerve to explain in what light, Chriſt 


was conſidered, and in what light the Mar- 
tyrs. The Martyrs m his cauſe we love 


and reſpect as diſciples and imitators of 
their Lord, 
Tov 010 S Kay 1CRGKANOY On account of 
their exceſſive benevolence to their Aing 


and Maſter. The Jews urged that the body 


ec EUVOLGG aVUTTepCANTOY rg EG 


of the Biſhop ſhould not be delivered to 


the Chriſtians, leſt the Chriſtians © aban- 
** doning their crucified chief“ ſhould be- 
gin to reverence or do homage to Polycarp 


(ce S) as their Che, their King, and Ma 


ter. The Jews, ſays the writer of the Epiſ- 
tle, were * that though we love and 


reſpec 


O 
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reſpect the Martyrs, and even pray that we 


may be found deſerving of being their bre- | 


thren and afſoerates, yet we never can for- 
ſake Chriſt, nor venerate or honor any 
other, ( 5*6ca, ) as our King and Maſter. 
His laws ſhall be the only rule of our 
conduct, and his doctrines the only ſtand- 
ard of our belief. 

I am well aware that my reaſoning upon 
this head tends only to invalidate your 
objections, not to eſtabliſh Dr. Prieſtley's 
poſition, that the firſt Chriſtians, as 1t ap- 


pears by the Apoſtolic writers, were hu. 


manitarians. Many very learned perſons 
think that he has proved his poiat very 


ſatisfattorily.—lIt belongs to me merely to 


ſhew, that nothing which you have ſaid, 
takes in the ſmalleſt degree from the weight 
ol his arguments. 


i 
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SECTION II. 


Of your quotation from Ireneus. 


You exclaim © how like a 
Socinian” does Irenæus, who when a boy 
converſed with Polycarp, ſpeak of Chriſt ! 
* who from the ſingular love which he bore 


* to the work of his own hands, condefcend- ; 


d to be born of a Virgin, he hamſelf uni- 
* ting, in his perſon, man to God. Again 
© his expreſſions are: Being inviſible he was 
* made vijible, being incomprehenſible he 
e became comprehenſible, being impaſſible he 
© became Palſible, and being the Word of God hi 
* became man.“ Irenæus, Sir, certainly does 
not talk like a Socinian: Who has ever en- 
tertained ſuch a notion? not Dr. Prieſtley, 
for in his judgment this ancient writer has 
copied the error of Juſtin in perſonifying 
the Logos. Hence we account for the 
paſſages you have above quoted, and many 


© Mr, Randolph's work, page 31. - 
| others 
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others which you might have adduced to 
the ſame effect. 

But it will bedemanded, how happened it 
that Irenæus, the pupil of that Polycarp who 
is repreſented to have been a Humanitari- 
an, ſhould become a zealous advocate for 
the Deity of Chriſt ? how came it that he, 


who had heard the venerable Polycarp, the 


diſciple of the Apoſtle John, ſhould have 
laken up the opinions of Juſtin ? *Strange- 
*Iy muſt he have miſconceived his Maſter's 

* inſtructions, or his memory mult have 
been very fallacious. * 

Irenæus wrote forty or fifty years after 
Juſtin Martyr, ſo that any change which 
might have taken place in the mind of Ire- 
næus, needed not to have been © very ſud- 
den.“ 4 He was well acquainted with the 


vriungs of Juſtin, and holding both them, 


and the Author, in great eſtimation, might 


have believed his account of having been 
favored with a Divine communication re- 


? Mr. Randolph's work, page 33s 
q Mr, Randolph's work, page 33. 
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ſpecting Chriſt as the Word of God. Hence 


Irenzus might have conceived, that Poly- 
carp, in never mentioning any other doc- 
trine than Chriſt's manhood, inſtructed him 
in all that he knew; but that Juſtin by 


means of a more perfect revelation from a- 


bovehadbeen enabled to enlarge the bounds 
of religious knowledge. It is in ſupport of 


this opinion, that Irenæus (according to Dr. 


Jortin, and Dr. Middleton) was a in weak g 
and credulous man. 


Thus Sir, it does not neceſſarily follow 
that Irenæus, becauſe he held a higher 
opinion of Chriſt's nature than Polycarp, 
** muſt either ftrangely have miſconceived 
his maſter's inſtructions, or poſſeſſed a 
* memory particularly fallacious.“ 

Having taken notice of your objection to 
our ſyſtem, let me in return beſtow ſome 
attention upon yours. If Polycarp believ- 
ed in the Divinity of Chriſt, and inſtruct- 
ed Irenæus in that doctrine, would not 


the latter have added to his other argu- 


ments, that chere was one which ought to 


decide 


Le. 


decid 
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diſcip 
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decide the queſtion, namely, that the ſame 
doctrine had been communicated to him 
by the venerable Biſhop of Smyrna, the 
diſciple of John? Would he not likewiſe 
have expreſſed a doubt about the reality 
of the particular revelation of Juſtin, and 
contended that there could be no neceſſity 
for ſuch a divine communication, fince he 
had himſelf received the ſame truth from 
Polycarp, and Polycarp from the Apoſtle 
John ? Had Irenzus any where ſpoken to 
vw HW tis effect, I conclude that you Sir, who 
er are doubtleſs more converſant with the 
writings of this Author than myſelf, would 
dot bave omitted to inſert paſſages ſo ad- 
a antageous to your cauſe. 

Another pallage which you quote, 1s 
the following. The Church having receiv- 


0 
ie A the above-mentioned doctrine and failh, 
g diſperſed throughout the whole world, 


2. arcyſully guards it as members of one and 
tie ſame houſhold. Every where there is the 
1. Dine belief, as of people poſſeſſing one ſoul, 
od one heart, and theſe things are as with. 
one 
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one mouth unanimouſly preached, and 
taught, and delivered down to poſterity, 
Irenzus cont. Hær. lib. 1. c. 2. . 
Here, you ſay, is a proof, that the Church 
diſperſed throughout the world was uni- 
form in believing the Creed of Irenzus, viz. 
the divinity and incarnation of the Son; 
and if the early Chriſtians were Humani- 
tarians to the death of Adrian about 198 
years after Chriſt, how came the Church 
in the ſpace of a few years to be ſo cor- 
rupted ?:—Reaſoning in the ſame way! 
might aſk how in the ſpace of a much 
ſhorter time was the faith of the people 
afterwards ſo greatly changed, for Ter- 
tullian, who wrote but a few years after 
Irenæus, has this paſſage. © The ſimple, 
* the ignorant, and unlearned, who are 
* always the greater part of the body of 
* Chriſtians, fince the rule of faith, tranſ- 
fers the worſhip of many Gods tothe one 
* true God, not underſtanding that the u- 
©* nity of God is to be maintained with the 


«© Mr. Randolph's work, page 32, 3, 4. 
. * @conomy 


3. P. 
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* economy, dread this economy imagining 
* that this number and diſpoſition of a Tri- 
© nity1sadiviſionof the Unity. They there- 
* fore will have it that we are worſhippers 
* of two, and even of three Gods, but that 
* theyare the worſhippers of one God only. 
* We they ſay hold the monarchy. Even the 
Latins, and the moſt ignorant amongſt 
* them, have learned to bawl out for the 
* monarchy, as if they underſtood that Greek 
* word, and the Greeks themſelves will not 
© underſtand the economy.” Ad. Prax. 1. 


3. p. 502. ” 
Beſides 


f Mr. Kett, late Bampton Lecturer at Oxford, whom 
I before had occaſion to notice, thinks this paſſage no evi- 
tence that the majority of unlearned Chriſtians in the time 
of Tertullian, were believers in the mere humanity of 
Chriſt. —Tertullian, ſays he, is ſpeaking of the Praxeans, 
* who maintained that Jeſus Chriſt was no other than the 
*« ſupreme God, that he was born of the virgin, and that 
i he actually ſuffered death upon the croſs.''— Hence Mr, 
Kett alledges that this paſſage is a proof of the number of 
Patripaſſians at this period, not of the number of thoſe 
who held the doctrine of the modern Unitarian,” See 
Mr, Kett's 6th. Sermon. I muſt however differ in opini- 
On 


* 1 to the Rev. Francis Randolph, 
Beſides Sir, the paſſage you have quot- 


ed from Irenzus, when compared with o- 
ther parts of the ſame work, will not per- 


haps. 


on from this Gentleman. Tertullian allows that allen 
did not ſay that the Father was crucified, and died; and 
yet he ridiculouſly accuſes him of being a Patripaſſian.— 
Times dicere paſſibilem, quem dicis n 
Tertullian c. 29. page 662. 

Should it be admitted that Tertullian here means to re- 
preſent the common people, as holding Jeſus Chriſt to 
be the ſole God, {till it is to be ſhewn by the help of this 
very paſſage, ſtrange as the aſſertion may ſeem, that the 
common people of thoſe times thought Chriſt to be in his 
nature no more than man. This paſſage is a proof that 
the major pars credentium were Praxeans. Tertullian, with- 
out good ground, ſays of the Praxeans, that they main- 
tained Jeſus to be God---They held him, ſay, Dr. Lard- 
ner, „to be a man, and ſaid that God was with him in 
& a ſuperior and more intimate manner than with any 
* other man or prophet whatever, but it was not a per- 
_ * ſonal Union,” See Dr. Lardner's works vol. g. page 12, 14. 
vol. 9, page 497. If therefore this paſſage from Tertul- 
lian be a proof that the great body of unlearned Chriſtians 
were Praxeans, and the Praxeans, whatever. Tertullian 
thought of them, held that Jeſus was no more than a man 
aided by the Deity, it is eſtabliſhed that the major part 
 ercdentium in the time of Tertullian, were believers in the 


mere humanity of Chriſt, Should Mr. Kett again write 
upon 


A 


thro 
uu: 
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haps be found ſo advantageous to you, as 
you imagine, This reverend Father pro- 
feſſes to give two accounts of the fir of 
the Chriſtian world. The one runs in this 
form The Churches planted by the Apoſ- 
* tles and their difciples to the end of the 


© earth, received that faith which is in 


one God, the Father Almig hty, who 
„made the heavens, and the earch and 
the ſea, and all things that are in them; 
and; in one Jeſus Chriſt, the Son of God, 
* incarnate for our ſalvation ; and in the 
Ny Memes Spitit, who preached by the pro 
Bhat ue the diſpenſation of the Goſpel, and 
* the coming, and the birth by a virgin, 
* and his lufferings and reſurrection from 


=pon this fubjeft, I ſhall be glad to ſes What he can op- 


poſe to Dr. Lacdner's arguments, and if he cannot reſiſt 


them, 1 anticipate his candor in acknowledging that he 
hes been miſtaken with reſpe& to the opinions of Praxeas, 
But whethHEr the body of common people in the time 
of Tertullian were Patripaſhans, orHumanitarians, my ar- 
gument is equally good. Whence came this ſudden and 
general change of ſentiment, if the Church, diſperſed 


taroughout the world, acknowledged, in the time of Ire- 


nzus, the Father and Son both to be Ged ? 
N &* the 
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* the dead, and the aſcent of our beloved 
* Lord Jeſus Chriſt into heaven in the 
„ fleſh, and his return from heaven in the 

e glory of the Father, to complete all 
things, and to raiſe all the fleſh of man- 
„Kind; that to Chriſt Jeſus, our Lord 


* and God, and Saviour, and King, ac- 
* cording to the will of the inviſible Fa- 


« ther, every knee might bow, of things 
* in heaven, and things in earth, and 
* things under the earth, that every tongue 
* ſhould confeſs to him, and that he 
* ſhould judge all in righteouſneſs ; that 
he might ſend into everlaſting fire ſpiritu- 

* al. wickedneſs, the Angels who tranſ- 

* greſſed and who apoſtatiſed, the ungod- 
ey, the wicked, and lawleſs, and blaſ- 
* phemous men; but give life immortal, 


* and eternal glory to the righteous, the 
Ie , and thoſe who keep his command: 


* ments, thoſe who remain in his love from 


„the beginning, and alfo thoſe who re- 


40 pent.“ Ir. lib. 1. c. 2. p. 45 * 
The 
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The other runs thus Chriſtians are re- 
reſented as believing © in one God the Ma- 
* ker of heaven and earth, and of all things 
* that are therein, by Jeſus Chriſt the Son 
* of God, who from his great love to his 
* creatures, ſubmitted to be born of a vir- 
* gin; he by himſelf uniting man to God ; 
and ſuffered under Pontius Pilate and, 
having riſen again, and being receiv- 
- into glory, will come to ſave thoſe who 
* are ſaved, and to judge thoſe who are 
— and ſend into everlaſting fire thoſe 
* who change the truth, and deſpiſe the Fa- 
* ther and his coming: 4 Irenzus, lib. g. | 
cap. 4. page 206. _ 
Dr. Sykes judiciouſly a that ſince 
theſe two creeds of Irenzus © do not agree 
in words, nor conſiſt of the ſame articles, 
s nt differ in many inſtances, they can- 
not be looked upon as the creeds of any 
* church.” : 


t 0 Enquiry when the reſurrection of the body was ff 
inſerted into the public creeds,” page 11, 


N 2 
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SECTIO N III. 
of your quotalions from the Epi * aferited 


to Barnabas. 


N O inference is to be drawn 
from this Epiſtle as the work of Barnabas, 


until its authenticity is eſtabliſſed. Some 


there are who contend ſtrongly for its ge- 
nuineneſs, whilſt it is rejected as a ſpurious 
work by many very learned men. Euſe- 
bius, and the Greek writers poſterior to him, 


place it amongſt the Apocrypha. Arch- 


| biſhop Laud, Coteler * &c. have urged 
ſtrong reaſons for not believing this writing 
to have been the compoſition of Barnabas. 


u Certi vix credi poteſt, ſays this angctiont critic, quod 
adeo eximius Apoſtolus, vir plenas Spiritu ſancto et fide, ſe- 
pregatus una cum Paolo a S. Spiritu in opus Evangelii, et 
collega ejuſdem Apoſtoli in gentium Apoſtolatu, ea ſcrip- 
ſerit quæ in opusculo preſenti continentur: coactas dico 
allegorias, enarrationes Scripturarum minus veriſimriles, 
fabulas de animalibus &c. &c. | 


But 


al 
Iif 


th; 
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But you fay that Dr. Prieſtley allows it 
tohave been a production of an early age, 
and having made this conceſſion he muſt 
admit it as an evidence of an © early belief 
in the Divinity of Chriſt.” * Unleſs this 
work .can be proved to have been written 
before the time of Juſtin, it cannot be uſed 
againſt Dr. Prieſtley, even if it ſhould indu- 
bitably aſſert the Divinity andincarnationof 


the Son of God; and how you are to ſhew, 


allowing it to be a forgery, that it was pub- 
liſhed before the time of Juſtin Martyr, [ 
cannot tell. There 1s nothing certain but 
that it came out after the deſtruction of je- 
ruſalem the overthrow of which is there 
mentioned, and before the year 200, about 
which time Clemens Alexandrinus wrote, 
who quotes this letter, but claſſes it amongſt 
the apocrypha. It might therefore have 
made its appearance after 140, when Juſtin's 
work was given to the world. 

But if it be admitted that this Epiſtle 
came out previous to 140, you have {till 


vv» Mr. Randolph's work, page 35s 
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more to prove, before you can make any 
uſe of it. The old Latin tranſlation is with- 


out many paſſages which are found in the 


Greek text. I find no Latin in many places, 
where in the Greek no doctrinal point is aſ- 
ſerted. In the paſſage you have cited, 
the Latin not only takes no notice of a part, 
but there is a very material variation. The 


Greek runs thus—for if he (Chriſt) had 


not come in the fleſh, how could we mortals 
have been ſaved, ſeeing him, when they who - 


behold the Sun which is to periſh, and is the 
work of hs hands, are unable to look directiy 
againſt its rays. The old Latin tranſlation 


is different. I he (Chriſt) had not come in 


the fleſh (which expreſſion as underſtood by 
the Jews has been ſhewn to mean,” / he 


had not been a man) how could we mortals 


have been ſaved, fince thoſe, who behold the 
Sun, which is the work of GOD'S hand, 
are unable to look ? &c. Mr. Lindſey is of 
opinion, that * if the greek text be ge- 
* nuine, and has fuffered no change, the Au- 


w See page 49, 50, of this work, 
ey | - thor 
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1 chor would ſeem by the compariſon to ſay, 


* that mankind not. being a able to ſee God as | 
© he 1 is, he ſhewed, manifeſted himſelf ; in 
« fleſh, i. e. by the man Chriſt Jeſus : lan- | 


* guage which bynomeans implies thatChriſt 

* was God, but correſponding with thoſe 
be deſcriptions that Chriſt gives of the power 
and authorit) from! God with which he was 
© inveſted, viz. he that hath een me, hath 
* ſeen the Father . 7 and am in the Fa- 
« ther, and the Father in me, & „John: XIV. 9. 
* If this be not the meaning of the 
Greek, before you can avail yourſelf a at all 
of this paſſage, vou muſt firſt degide 
mutilated and changed, or "the Greek 
text interpolated. vou perceive, Sir, 
that you have more than one difficult 
undertaking before you can gain any ad- 
vantage by Dr. Prieſtley's conceſſion, that 
the Epiſtle aſcribed to Barnabas is an early 
- produthon of the Apoſtolic age, 


x Mr, Lingloy's ſequel, vol. 2, page 429. 
A word 


N 4 
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A word or two will ſuffice for the 
other paſlage you have adduced, © If then 
the Son of God, being Lord, and being to 

Judge the quick and dead, ſuffered, to the end 
that his wound might make us alive; let us 
believe that the Son of God had no fower | to. 
fuffer, had it not been for us.” The meaning 
of it is—If the Son of God died, that we 
might be brought to a life of righteouſneſs, 
letus believe that he could not have ſuffered 
on any other account than to accompliſh 

| ourſalvation. The Author appears to afſert, 

that Chriſt could have no other object in 
dying than for our ſalvation, not that Chriſt 
had actually no power to ſuffer, © had it not 
been for us.“ Beſides had he been a divinity, 
he would have e hade power to ſuffer at all, 
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SECTION IV. 


of your appeal to the Te eſtimony of Clemens 
Romanus, 


"Eo Epiſtle, from which 
you have made your quotations, is con- 
feſſedly the work of Clemens Romanus, a 
fellow labourer with the Apoſtles. Speak- 
ing of our Saviour he ſays.—The ſceptre of 
the Majeſty of God came not in the pomp of 
pride and oftentation, though he had it in 
his power, © or, as it is quoted from the 
authority of ſome manuſcripts, "xa:Tep 

* Tara duveguevcs Y** though he had all things 
in his power, but in humzlity as the Holy 
Shirit propligſied concerning him. Clem. 
Epiſtle ad. Corinth. ch. 16. 

If Chriſt Jeſus be the Sceptre of the Ma- 
Jeſty of God, can words diſtinguiſh him 
more clearly from God? Offer this "_ 


z Mr, Randolph' s work, Page 37 
| ment, 


eg *** ccrn 
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ment, you ſay, to the Swedenbourgian, 
or Patripaſſian, but not to me. I look up- 
on Jeſus Chriſt as diſtinct in his human 
nature from God, but not in his divine na- 
ture, that is, you here underſtand the term 


Jeſus Chriſt to be predicated only of the 


human nature, only of a part of that being, 
who is called Jeſus Chriſt without the 
ſtatement of any ſuch diviſion whatſoever. 
But theſe terms, tke Sceptre of the Ma- 
jeſty of God, the ray (aTavyacua,) of has 
Father's glory, properly apply to Chrilt, 
confidered only as a man. He was the 
*« Sceptre of God,” for to him was aſſigned 
the government of the Univerſal Church, 


He was the ray of his Father's glory,” 


for. his Father's power and wiſdom ſhone 


forth conſpicuouſly i in him. 


Came not in the pomp of pride Se! if 
this expreſſion be favorable to the doctrine 


of Chriſt's pre-exiſtence, then, as Dr. 
Prieſtley juſtly obſerves, John the Baptiſt 


may in the ſame manner be proved to have 


exiſted 


appe 


ws (Þ = „ 
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exiſted before. Jon came netther eating 
nor drinking, Matthew x1. 18. 19. 

Though he had it in his power, © or, as 

"0 quoted from the authority of ſome 
* manuſcripts” (amy wavra pduraſatvog) 
my he had all things in his power. 

If ar uvaepevos. be the reading, it 18 
admitted that Chriſt could do all things by 
virtue of the power of the Father, who 
dwelt in him. The meaning of the whole 
paſſage appears to be nearly as Dr. Prieſt- 
ley has explained it. Chriſt, who could do 
all things with that aſſiſtance which he 
knew he could ever have from his Father, 
appeared not in the pomp of pride, or of- 
tentation, but preferred a low condition 


to that of a great prince. 


But if the genuine reading be . 
without Sr, then the ſenſe is this Chriſt 
appeared not in the pomp of pride &c. 
although he had it in his power. 555 

As to the other paſſage you have brought 
forward, I really cannot perceive, if it be 
rightly tranſlated and duly weighed, that 

there 
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there is the leaſt poſſibility of extracting 
from it any thing favorable to your cauſe. 
e fee then, my beloved brethren, what an 
example is ſet before us; for of Chriſt jo 
humbled himſelf for our ſakes , what ought 
not we to do, who through him, are come 


under the vohe , his. Grace ? Clem. 


Epiſtle ch. 16 ad. finem.* In the, Greek 
text which you have ſubjoined, where are 
the terms correſponding to, for our 
| fakes?” The only words are QUT Wo Ef E- 
pon. Vou will excuſe me alſo for ad- 


ding, that eræwewecpaungey is not properly 


rendered humbled himfelf. You Sir, are 
mot to he informed, that it is derived from 
raweiog humilis and om mens, and thus 
euros ETA FEWOF pow ev might have been 
tranſlated, for if Chriſt was thus lowly of 
mind—Let the paſſage run thus, and the 
ſenfe of it amounts to no more than this, 
« forif Chriſt was thus lowly of mind, ought 
not we Chriſtians to imitate his exam- 

Mr. Rando!ph's work, page 40. . 
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* ple 2” —Clemens in the ſame page from 
which you have taken this quotation, ap- 
plies the ſame verb rTerevogprzu to Abra- 
ham, x AEYEL—TRWEWODpovuy, 2 
Perhaps you will raiſe an argument from 
the term orog, by ſaying that it refers to 
Chriſt's condeſcenſion in taking upon him 
our nature, but here alſo you muſt fail. 
No, Sir, Clemens 1s urging the neceſſity of 
Chriſtian humility from the meek and low- 
ly behaviour of Jeſus, from what is zm22a- 
ble by the Corinthian Church. He appears 
from what follows, to have no other view 
than to hold up Chriſt to the Corinthians 
as an example for mentioning himſelf with 
ſuch humility as was prophecied of him 
in the xxii. Pſalm, v. 6. The pious Father im- 
mediately proceeds to bring other examples 
of like humility in Abraham, Job, and Moſes, 
whoſe modeſt mannerof ſpeaking of them- 
ſeves he quotes. If then cure is to be reſtric- 
ted to the paſlage from the Pſalms which is 
cited immediately before, then Clemens by 
ſaying If Chriſt was a lowly of mind,“ 
means 
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means, if Chriſt was of ſo lowly a mind as 
to call himſelf a worm, and no man, &c. 
when he was the favored meſſenger of God, 
and aided by his power ; what _ not 
ve todo? &c. 

But even if we admit that ore has not 
only a reference to this citation from the 
Pſalms, but alſo to the long extract which 
Clemens has made from the Prophet Iſaiah, 
ſtill this is no proof of the Author's belief 


in the pre-exiſtence of Chriſt. I find not 


a word of the kind, unleſs you will con- 
tend that Clemens from the words fis 
generation who ſhall relate ? muſt neceſſa- 
rily have underſtood Chriſt to be of a high- 
er origin, than human beings. This ſenſe 
of the words is rejected by Biſhop Lowth, 
who renders this paſſage © And the manner 


of hislife who would declare? © But it a 
pears to me that the right tranſlation would 


vr, * and the men of his generation who 
will be able to deſcribe ?” It is agreeable 
to theoriginal term; and the whole context, 


as Mr. Whitby juſtly obſerves; ſhews moſt 
| clearly 
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clearly © that theſe words are ſpoken con- 
cerning the great impiety ofthat generation of 
men by whom Chriſt wascrucified. As Cle- 
mens quotedalmoſt the whole chapterof Iſa- 
iah, it is moſt probable that he put thisobvi- 
ous interpretation upon that phraſe ; or, he 
may have been a believer in the miraculous 
conception, and have imagined it to have 
been an alluſion to that extraordinary event: 
but certain it is, that he never underſtood 
theſe words to be declaratory of a myſteri- 
ous divine generation, by which Chriſt was 
God of God, and though. begotten by, 
was equal to the Father. The Apoſtles,” 
ſays Clemens, © preached the Goſpel to us 
* under a commiſſion from the Lord Jeſus 
* Chriſt ; Jeſus Chr ft undera commiſſion 
* from Cod. —Chrift is therefore ſent by 
* God, and the Apoſtles, by Chriſt, and 
* both are done in their order according 
*to the will of God.” Clem. Epiſtle, 
chap. 42. Could Clemens have made 
a more ſtrong or explicit declaration that 

2 
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he did not believe Chriſt to have been a 
divine perſon, or to have had any concern 
in forming the ſcheme for man's ſalvation; 
Permit me Sir, to bring forward two 
or three other paſſages from Clemens, 
which confirm the conſtruRion I have put 
upon your citations, and clearly ſpeak his 
opinion with reſpelt to the nature of Chriſt, 
Have we not one God, and one Chriſt ? After | 
having exhorted the Corinthians tobe imi- 
tators of Chriſt, and of the many virtuous. 
perſons ſpoken of in the ſacred writings, he 
ſays, Let us now recur to, and fix our eyes 
upon the Father and Creator of the world. 
If he looked upon Chriſt as God, or the 
Logos by whom every thing was made 
which was made, would he have uſed this 
language ? certainly not : for this language 
he muſt have known, conveyed quite 
different ideas, and could only have been 
underſtood, as evidently diſtinguiſhing him 
from God, and the former of the Univerle. 
Further—Now God the inſpeftorof all things, 


and the Sovereign of all ſpirits, and the 
Lord 
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Lord of all fleſh, who having choſen the Lord 
Jeſus Chriſt, by whom be glory, majeſty and 
dominion, Sc. If Clemens had viewed 
Chriſt either as a Divinity, or a being of a 
ſuperior Nature, who depoſed his pre- exil- 
tent glory when he came into this world. is 
it probable that he would have cloſed his 
doxology. with only calling him our high 
Prieſt and Patron? Photius, a patriarch of 
Conſtantinople in the ninth century, a 
learned and aſſiduous critic, who would 


have been glad to have laid hold of any 
expreſſions 1 in Clemens, which ſupported = 
his own ſentiments in favor of the divinity 


of Chriſt, abſolutely cenſures this holy fa. 


ther for not calling his Maſter by any other 
names than high Prieſt, and Patron, © Cle- 


* mens (ſays he) calls our Lord Jeſus 
* Chriſt high Prieſt, and Patron, but gives 


him none of the more lofty and divine 


* titles; however he does not in any part 


openly blaſpheme him.“ If then weexplain 


v Photius Biblioth, cod. 126, 
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Clemens by Clemens, we are neceſſitated 


to declare, that he had no other idea of 
Chriſt, than as a man highly favored by 


God, and ſent by him upon an extraordi- 
nary commiſſion. ; 

You next proceed to ſpeak of another 
Epiſtle aſcribed to Clemens, © in which 
the incarnation and divinity of our-Sa- 
* yiour is, you ſay, © more explicit- 
ly and repeatedly aſſerted.— This work, 
: ſuppoling it to be ſpurious, and publiſhed 

in the middle of the third Century, you 
Rill think an evidence of the ſentiments of 
Clemens, becauſe © had the doctrines it 


* contained, totally contradifted thoſe of 


the former Epiſtle, how could the Au- 
* thor have hoped to obtain a moment's 
notice under fo Arent an impoſi- 


en | 
This reaſoning ſeems to me far from con- 


1 To undertake ſuch a forgery there 


could be no other object, but that of paſ- 
ing the ſentiments as thoſe of Clemens. 


c Mr. Randolph's work, page 40. 
| | Nov 


Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 195 
Now Sir, inſtead of arguing like you, 1 


ſhould ſay, if there were a work already 
ſufficiently declaratory of the ſame princi— 
ples, the Writer could have nooccafion for 
attempting ſuch an impoſition; but if there 


were not, he might have an object for- 


the fraud. Thus the firſt being admit- 
ted'to be genuine, and the ſecond to be a 
forgery, it might naturally be expected 
that the doctrines of the ſecond would be 
at variance with thoſe of the firſt. The 
Author of the ſecond might hope, if not 
to palm upon the world his own epiſtle 
as the epiſtle of Clemens in preference to 


that which was actually written by him, at 


leaſt to inſpire doubts as to which of the 
two were the work of Clemens: he might 
indeed have ſome difficulty to accompliſh 
his end: but in the other cafe he could 
have no end, or motive at all. 

* Beſides, Sir,” you further obſerve, 
© there is a circumſtance with reſpect to 
* the firſt epiſtle, that the doctrine of the ſe- 
* cond thus ſeems to elucidate, It is more 

Os te than 


S . 1 


| 


4 : 
pe: 
* py \ 
wn 
3 
5 
TH.” 
% F 
* LN 
* 
| bl ] 
T 
' j 
: 1 
. , = 
tf " 
; 0 
jt 1 N 9 
l hh _ 
14 oh 
1 2 
. pl 
"2 
: 4 
1442" 
5 
. 
1 = 
4:4 , = 
[| : 
; ( 
f 
_ 
' 1 ry L 
ii! 1 a 
: 1 
7 
14 
„ = 
i | Þ 1. = 
7 
PLAY 
| »H 7 $ 
[ * 1 
j 1 
: 0 
1 
fy 1 | 
' EE 1 
14 1 1 
' I 
'Y 4 
. i446 0 
| "12 1 
| $f q 
b = 
Wo 4 l 
5 
1 4 
A l 
: 4 E W 1 
{ in 
1 _ 
' ' 1 
: 31 2 uw 
F' ] 4 i 
As i 
"vs 1 
| ; 14 
' = £ 
SL 
K+ ik 
= | 
© 
\ 
| 


195 Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 


* than a ſuppoſition with me, that a paſ- 
ſage has been ſtrangely, I could almoſt 
T ſay wilfully, perverted by the change of 

* a ſingle letter. In the ſecond chapter 
* of the firſt Epiſtle c ce HH T. GQUTE, in 
e the edition of Junius, has been altered 


© into Tæ Mabnuara br, certainly not to 


improve the text, for that requires 


* t. = 


If Tabyuara be the genuine reading, the 


ſenſe of the paſſage is—Attending diligent- 
ly to his (God's) words, ye receive them into 
your hearts, and his (God's) ſufferings were 
before your eyes. Clemens then was of op1- 
nion, that God, a being whoſe nature is un- 


changeable, and incapable of being affected 


by any cauſe, actually labored under pain, 


and died upon the tree. If Clemens there- 
fore did not hold the doctrine of Chriſt's 
mere humanity, neither did he hold that of 
our eſtabliſhed Church, whoſe members 


maintain, not that Chriſt ſuffered in his di- 


vine nature, but that the union of God with 


à Mr, Randolph's work, page 42. 
5 ws man 
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man in is perſon communicated infinite 
merit to the ſacrifice of the mortal part. 

As a reaſon for preferring Tabnuax to A- 
614% you tell us, that the latter would be a 
*« frivolous pleonaſm,”* but you diſcover 
more than I can. Attending diligently to 
his (God's) words, ye received them into your 
hearts, and his inſtruclions were before your 
eyes, lo as to influence your practice. Cle- 
mens had been praiſing the Corinthians for 
their upright and virtuous conduct. I ſee 
nothing exceptionable in this form of 
ſpeaking. But ſhould I admit that wabnuu 
is in this ſentence a. pleonaſm, “ it is ſurely 
as good a concluſion to ſay that the writer 
is not correct in his ſtile, as that any other 
word, inſtead of the ſuperfluous word, was 
part of the original text. 

In favor of Tabyus as the right reading, 
you likewiſe Cite a paſſage from this anci- 
ent Writer, which appears to you to ſupport. 
the ſame doctrine. Let us then ſtedfaſtly 
contemplate the blood of Chr: fe and cone der 


c Mr. Randolph's work, 43. | 
_ how 
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foro precious, in the fight of God, muſt be his 


blood which, ſhed for our jaluation, offered ta 
the whole world the means of reconciliation. 

In other words this fignifies—The death of 
Chriſt muſt be precious in the ſight of God, 

in as much as it was the ſtrongeſt confirma- 
tion of the truth of that religion, which of- 
ters to man ſuch inviting motives to be- 
come reconciled to his Maker. This in- 


terpretation is ſtrictly agreeable to the 
terms of the original which you have in⸗ 
ſerted. MerTavoas yapy ſhould have been in 


my judgment rendered, not means of recun- 
ciliation as in the tranſlation you have giv- 
en, but grace of repentance : his blood, 
ſhed for our ſalvation, offered to the 
world a gracious invitation to repentance. 


Let me now, without knowing the rea- 


ſons which Junius advances in behalf of fa. 
br, (for J have not had an opportunity of 
ſeeing his edition of this Epiſtle,) ſtate to 
you . ſtrikes me as deeilßve againſt Ta- 
LITER 


ft Mr, Randolph's work, 43 5 
| DO Permit 
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Permit me firſt to recall to your mind 
all thoſe paſſages cited in my laſt ſection 
which plainly ſhew that Clemens diſtin- 
guilhes Chriſt from God.s | 

Again: If this reverend father intended to 
ſpeak of Chriſt as a God who ſuffered, he muſt 
be an advocate for the idea, that the Father 
could not have pardoned the ſins of his crea- 
tures, unleſs an infinite being had undertaken 
to bear their puniſhment for them. But the 
reafoning of Clemens, which immediately 
follovs the paſſage you laſt adduced, puts it 
beyond all doubt, that he regarded peni- 
tence as the only condition of reſtoration 
to the favor of God. He enumerates many 
inſtances in which contrition in the offen- 
der, evidenced by amendment of life pro- 
cured of it/elf the forgiveneſs of God. Noak 
preached repentance, and thoſe who liſtened to 
him, were faved,— Jonas pred icted the, overs 
throw of Nimzveh, but they repenting of their 
ſins, rendered God Propitious to them, Hence 


& Sce page 191, 192, 193+ of this work, 


94 it 
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ſpeak of Chriſt's ſufferings as the ſufferings 


be the nine reading. 


SECTION v. 


Of the writings aſcribed to Ignatius and 
likewiſe of your aſſertion that the Martyrs 
in the firſt agesof the Church, ſacrificed thear 
lves in defence of the A of Chreft | 


Man Y very 8 


the works which bear the name of * 
others, ſome of whom believed in the pre 
exiſtence and divinity of Chriſt, inſiſt upon 
it that all are ſpurious. Untill this queſ- 


me that no uſe can be made of © theſe beau- 
* tiful and curious remains of Apoſtolical 
* as you are > pirates to term the 
ane, 


it is evident that Clemens could not mean to 


of a God, and therefore rab nfara cannat 


men contend for the genuineneſs of /ome of 


tion can be fully determined, it appears to 
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writings, which you wiſh us to conſider as 
the compoſition of © the good Ignatius.“ 

With reſpe& to your confident affirmati- 
on, that the Martyrs of the early cen- 
turies © endured the cruelties of perſecuti- 
© on for obſtinately refuſing to renounce 


* the adoration they thought due to Chriſt, - 


Ihave only to ſay, that if you would overſet 
De. Prieſtley's opinion, you muſt produce an 
inſtance of a Chriſtian, whobefore the time of 
Juſtin ſubmitted to death rather than deny 
the divinity of his Maſter. The form of in- 
quiſition, prior to the publication of Juſtin's 
ſecond Apology, tended not to diſcover the 
particular ſentiments of a perſon accufed 
of being a'Chriſtian. Are you a Chriſtian 
was the only queſtion demanded, and up- 
on an anſwer in the affirmative, capital pu- 


niſhment without farther proceeding was i 


inflicted. K 


\ Mn en work, an dat 
i Mr. Randolph's work, page 49. 
k See Juſtin's 2d, Apology. | 
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The concluſion you draw from your 
hiſtorical diſquiſition I have often in vain 


endeavored to underſtand. © Such Sir, is 


* a ſpecimen of the fruit you have tempted 
us with in the progreſs of your h? ftoricak, 

* excurſion, and ſuch turns out to be the in- 
fallible evidence, in which, as all men, 
you ſay, are agreed, however they may 


differ in the interpretation of Scripture 
language, you bring to us as good guides 


* for diſcovering the true ſenſe of Scrip- 
* ture. Alas Sir, I am afraid the guides, 
r inſtead of pointing out our way, are con- 


« ftrained to purſue the path we chooſe to. 
* take; and like the conductors of fro- 


* ward childien, muſt follow our footſteps 


* jn order not to be abandoned and left be· 


* hind.“ ! 


By this paſſage is it your intention to 
ſay that the Fathers, whom Dr. Prieſtley 


points out as conduttors, are obliged to 


tread in the fame path as yourſelves, i. e. 
to have recourſe to the Scriptures? For 


1 Mr. Randolph's work, page 49, 50. | _ 
5 Ent 
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this conduct do you compare yourſelves to 
froward children ? Surely I am not yet 
in poſſeſſion of your meaning. In your re- 
* you will perhaps favor me with an ex- 
p lanation. 


I remain, 
Dear Sir, 


7 


Yours. 
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U 


LETTER VII. 


of your er of the proofs brought by Dr. 
Prieſtley to confirm the ſole Divinity of 


the Father. 


DE AR SIR. 


I AM now about to begin - 


the laſt part of this work, in which I pro- 


poſe to conſider your method of oppoſing 
thoſe texts, which unequivocally aſſert the 
doctrine of the Divine Unity. | 
Dr. Prieſtley it ſeems hath mentioned 
but eight ſuch texts, although he has ſaid 
that athouſand mightbe cited. He may not 


have brought forward more than eight in 


his letters to Dr. Geddes and Dr. Price, 


but you muſt know thatin his other works 
he has advanced many, many more. Bethis 


however as it may, a vaſt number of texts 
in the plaineſt terms declare the Unity of 


God—This indeed you allow, but contend 
that there are others, which as uneguivocal- 


"Ip 


, 


= Mr. Randolph's work, page 95, 96. 
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* „„ and that there 


is no way of reconciling both aſſeverati- 

* ons, but on the ſuppoſition of the divine 
Union with the human Nature." For the 
purpoſe of eſtabliſhing your point you have 
confronted many texts : I will examine 
them, though not in the ſame order, yet 
contraſted in the manner you have placed 


them, that it may appear how far any ſeem- 


ing difference between them is to be recon- 


ciled oy the Hypoſtatic Union. 


1 Cor. viii. 6. | Romans ix. 5, 
To us there is but one Whoſe are the Fathers, 


God the Father, of whom and of whom as concerning 


are all things, and we in the fleſh Chriſt came, who 


him; and one Lord Jeſus is over all God bleſſed for 


Chriſt by whom are all evermore. 
things, &c. and we by him. 


This text from the Romans is, you think, 


clearly declaratory of the divinity of Chriſt, 
and to make that from the Corinthians 


conſiſtent with it, you muſt contend, that 


to ſay there is to us but one God the Father 


who 


FF 
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who is not begotten,” includes the Soft 
* who 2s begotten.” 
Whether this or the following interpre- 


tation of theſe two texts be the beſt, let the 


judgment of the reader determine. 
To us there is but one God the Father.] 


Could Deity have been excluſively reftric- ' 


ted to the Father in clearer terms P 


Whoſe are the Fathers, and of whom ar 


concerning the fleſh Chriſt came] nart cape 


is ſometimes tranſlated according to, and at 
other times as pertarming to the fleſh, Abra- 


ham is not ſuppoſed to have had more than 
one nature, and yet Paul calls Abraham 


our Father as pertaining to the fleſh. Romans 


iv. 1. The Jews he repreſents in another 


place, as his xinſmen according to the 
fleſh. By this he means that they are his 
kinſmen according to carnal deſcent, but. 


not ſo in another ſenſe, not being Chriſ- 


tians. Jeſus Chriſt was in like manner ac- 


cording to fleſhly deſcent of the race of 


the Jews, but in as much as they refuſed 


„ See Athanaſian creed. 


to 
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to acknowledge the truth of his religi- 
on, they were to be conſidered as aliens 
from him. 

* Who is over all God bleſſed for ever- 


more,” (e wy ems Wavrwy OS evnoynro; eg 


ru auwvas wwn,) Theſe words, if a full 


ſtop be placed at Chrift came, might be 
rendered, God, who ts over all, be bleſſed 
for ever Amen: or thus, agreeably to Mr. 
Locke's opinion, who (Chriſt) ig over all- 

God be bleffed for ever. Amen. Which ever 
of theſe two tranſlations is preferred, the 
Father, and not Chriſt, is the God bleſſed for 
ever. As none of the ancient manuſcripts 
are punctuated, what reaſon is there for pre- 


ferring your punctuation to either of the 


P intings above ſtated? It is in confirma- 
tion of placing the ſtops in either of theſe 
ways, that eoyyros Was the title of Jehovah 
amongſt the Jews, and that it is in no place 
expreſsly applied to Jeſus Chriſt. The 
Amen likewiſe gives the appearance of a 
doxology. It is further in confirmation ofone 
of theſe readings, that for the three firſt 


eenturies this title God over all was thought 
| 0 


ks ——— — Z 
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to belong exclufively to the Father. To 


call Chriſt God over all, is expreſsly con- 


demned in Ignatius's Epiſtles, and the apoſ- 


tolic conſtitutions. Origen calls it raſhneſs 


(which, as Dr. Clarke obſerves, he would 
not have done, if he had thought it to be 
the doctrine of St. Paul,) to ſuppoſe Chriſt 


to be the God over all; as being inconſiſtent 


with his own words, my Father 1s greater 
than I. And Euſebius, through all his 


| books againſt Marcellus, lays it down as : 


the conſtant known doctrine of the Church, 
that Chriſt himſelf 1 18 not o π. Tavrwuy Occ 
and o eTexeva roy o Osog, but that theſe 
are the peculiar titles of the Father. And he 
particularly affirms, that whoſoever ap- 
plies theſe titles to Chriſt, cannot be a 
pious perſon. Eraſmus, who was a very 
good judge, recommends this reading, 
as very ſuitable to the greek phraſeology, 
and to St. Paul's manner, who ſometimes 


uſes ſuch ſudden abrupt doxologies. 


* Quorum verborum et hic poteſt eſſe 


ſenſus: Benedictus fit in fſecula, qui eſe 


 Fupra 
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* ſupra omnia, five in omnibus, Deus, Sen- 
* ſus pius eſt, et qui græce norunt, intelli- 
e gunt fic accipi poſſe ſermonem, ut aeci- 
* natur doxologia ex admiratione bonita- 
* tis divine erga genus hominum.” Eraſmi 
reſpon. de. filii. divinitate page 67. See 
Luke i. 68. 2 Corinthians i. 3. Eph. i. g. 
1 Peter i. 3. And whereas it has been ob- 
jected, that to tally with theſe inſtances, 
the article « ſhould have been put before 
©eoc, it was quite ſufficient to inſert it once 
before wv. Schlictingius firſt, according to 
Wetſtein, and others ſince, Dr. Whitby, 
&c. have ingeniouſly conjectured, that the 
Apoſtle wrote wy 0 £7: Tavrwy Oe inſtead 
of o which might happen through the 
{lighteſt miſtake in a tranſcriber, and which 
completes the ſentiment. very nobly ; 
| Whoſe are the Fathers, of whom as concern- 
ing the fleſh Chriſt came ; whoſe is the God 
who ts over all bleſſed for ever. Amen. See 
this reading very ably ſupported in Remarks 
* on Mr. Burgh'sſcriptural confutation of the 
arguments _— the one Godhead of the 
| * Father, 
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| Father, Son, and holy Ghoſt, &c. wy a 
member of the Chu. ch of Chy ” 5 


' Epheſians iv. 5. 6. 
One Lord, one faith, one- 
Baptiſm, one. 
Father af all, 


God 


who is a- 


and 


bove all, and through all, 


and in you all. 


Matthew xxviii. 19, 
Go ye therefore and teach 


all nations, baptiſing them - 
in the name of the Father, 


and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghoſt. 


This text from Matthew is with you de- 
ciſive of a Trinity in Unity: but how you 


are to reconcile it to that with which you have 


confronted it, I know not. How can the 


Father be repreſented as the ſole God, if 
the Son and Holy Ghoſt be likewiſe God? 


According to my 'ideas this text from 


the Epheſians and the former from the Co- 


rinthians deny the divinity of Chriſt and 
the Holy Ghoſt, in terms which will ad- 


X mit no other interpretation : Nor 1s the 
xxviii. of Matthew inconſiſtent with this 


0 See Mr. Lindſey' S Sequel 204, 205. See alſo Hopton 
Haynes's Scripture. account of the nature and attributes of 


| "96, Page 74+ &c. 


civics : 
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conſtruction. Baptiſm in the name of the 
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghoſt, 
fignifies no more than a belief of that reli- 
gion which came from the Father, the God 
of truth; which was preached by his favor- 
ed meſſenger Jeſus Chriſt; and atteſted by 


the Holy Spirit, or by the divine energy 


which performed miracles, ſigns and, won- 


ders by Chriſt and his Apoſtles. 4 
; 5. 8 Revelation £ 17. 1 
Run; 1 Jam the firſt and the laſt: 


There is one God, and one 
Med; A I am he that liveth, and was 
, NONE IN dead; and behold, I am 


man, the man Chriſt Jeſus. i | 
12 alive for evermore. 


This text from Timothy you muſt ex- 
plain thus. Chriſt and the Holy Ghoſt 
make but one God, in point of eſſence, . 
with the Father, thus there is but one God. 


p It is thought that as Jeſus Chriſt and the Holy Spirit 
are united with the Father in a ſolemn act of religious wor- 

' ſhip, that all three muſt be divine perſons equal in power 
and glory. It is alſo thought that we ſhould not be com- 

manded to baptize in the name of Chriſt, if he was not a 
Divinity. See theſe two objections completely refuted in - 
Mr. Chriſtie's diſcourſes on the Divine 88 page 176. Kc. 


a moſt valuable work. 
1 | Chiril 


— —— hw = 


— 


— 
— — — 
- = - — 2 * 
C _ —— = 
— — * — — — 
* — — 8 
— — jy — — — 
6ꝙ3ꝛ—— — — ⅛˙ꝛ.a38CT———[— — — V— — — — — —_— eg — 
EW = 1 _ 1 - 
n . = - = = _— 


— 


„ 


— — — 
rh K 


212 Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph 
Chriſt in his human nature mediates be- 
tween God and man, and thus there 1s one 


Mediator between God and man, the man 
Chriſt Jeſus. Not to mention the abſurdity 


of ſuppoſing that one part of Chriſt medi- 
ates with the other part of Chriſt, Paul has by 


the above paſſage 1 Corinthians viii. 6 
deſtroyed this conſtruction by deciſively 
ſaying that this one God is the Father. Thus 


you fail in reconciling theſe texts by your 
Hypoſtatic union. If there be any mean- 


ing in language, the ſenſe which this text 


conveys, is, that there is but one God, 


and that Chriſt Jeſus is no more than one 


of the human race. How then you will 
aſk, do I explain the paſſage from the Re- 


velations, [am the firſt and the laſt ? Gc. 


Jeſus Chriſt tells us himſelf in what ſenſe 


| theſe words are to be taken. He was the 


laſt, or loweſt of mortals, when he died 
ignominiouſly upon the croſs: He was 
the firſt, or greateſt of all created beings, 


when he was alive again, when he role 
from the grave, and was kighty exalted, 


and had @ name given ham above every other 
name. | | 5 Mark 


4 
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Coloſſians it, 8, g. 
Beware leſt any man ſpoil 
| | you through philoſophy, 
Mark xii. 32. and vain deceit, after the 
There is one God, and traditions of men, after the 


there 1s none other but he. rudiments of the world, and 


not after Chriſt.— For in 
him dwelleth the fullneſs of 
the Godhead 2 


To reconcile this text of Mark with your 
Hypotheſis you muſt ſuppoſe that the ſin- 
gular perſonal pronoun e means three 
perſons, for ſuch a plurality is included 
in your Unity. But according to my com- 


prehenſion the Unity of God's perſon is 


here unequivocally aſſerted. And as to the 
paſſage from the Coloſſians it is naturally 
interpreted thus, „The fullneſs of the 
* Godhead,” ſays Mr. Pierce of Exeter in 
loco, © does not ſignify all the perfections 


that belong to the Godhead, but that 


plenty of excellent gifts which from the 
* Godhead was communicated to Chriſt, 
by him to be imparted to us in order to 
N 1 filling us.” What are the words 


P 3 - which 


1 
| 
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this text of John in no other way, than 
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which immediately follow ? For in him 
dwelleth all the fullneſs of the Godhead bodi. 


ly, and ye are complete in him, or, as Mr. 


Pierce ſays, it would have. been better 
rendered and ye are filled by him, as et 
2 GQUTW WEW AVPLwfhrevor, Paul ſpeaks 4n a 
ſimilar manner of Chriſtians in general, 
That ye might be filled with all the full- 
neſs of God. Epheſians iii. 19. To be the 


Fulineſs of him that Re all in all, IN : 


ſians i. 23. 


John XVII, g. John xiv. 9. 11. 


That they might know thee He that hath ſeen me, hath 


the only true God, and ſeen the Father. Believe 


Jeſus Chriſt whom thou me that I am in the Father, 
- haſt ſent. | and the Father in me, 


Here you muſt ſuppoſe that Jeſus Chriſt 
is but in one part of his nature intended 
to be diſtinguiſhed from the only true God, 
and that the ſingular perſonal pronoun thee 


includes three perfons, To me this ap- 


pears © hard ſtraming” for I can underſtand 


that 
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| that the only true God is declared to be 
but one perſon, and that Jeſus Chriſt is 
not that one perſon, but ſent by him. 
Hle that hath ſeen me, hath ſeen the Fa- 
ther, I have before explained, and endea- 
vored to ſhew that the true ſenſe of theſe 
words is, he that hath ſeen the works, 
which my Father, who dwelleth in me, 
performs by my voluntary inſtrumentality, 
may be ſaid to have ſeen the Father. 


Matthew xix, 17. 
Thou calleſt me good, there John x, go. 
is none good but one, that I and my Father are one 
1s God, . 


This text of Matthew, agreeably to the 
principle upon which you would reconcile 
it to the other from John, you muſt, I 
conceive, explain' thus. When Chriſt 
objects to be, called good, it is be- 
cauſe his human nature deſerves not 
that appellation ; but with reſpe& to his 
Divine Nature in which he is one with the 


a Sce page 120, 121, of this work. 


„ Father, 


f 
| 
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F ather, and the Holy Ghoſt, he 1s part of 


the Godhead, and therefore good. Ac- 
cording to this ſcheme, the divine inteli- 


gence of Chriſt is conſcious of perfect good- 
neſs, whilſt his kuman intelligence is at 


the ſame time conſcious that it can lay no 
claim to it. Here then we have in one 
and the ſame perſon, two diſtin& and 
contradictory ſorts of conſciouſneſs, a con- 
ſciouſneſs of abſolute perfection, and great 
imperfection, of weakneſs and infinite 
power. 1 

But to examine this text of Matthew in 
its ſcriptural connex ion. If Chriſt, when 
he ſaid that there was none good but God, 


was conſcious that this appellation be- 


longed to one part of his Nature, was 


there any propriety in his rebuke to the 
perſon who called him good? How muſt 
he, to whom this reply was addreſſed, have 


underſtood it? In no other than the one 


obvious ſenſe: He muſt have conſidered Je- 


ſus Chriſt as expreſsly diſtinguiſhing hinMelf 
from God, who. is perfect goodneſs. If 


Chriſt 
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Chriſt therefore knew himſelf to be a part 
of the Godhead, he was uſing terms which 
he muſt be certain would miſleadthe young 
man to whom he was ſpeaking. Chriſt 
might in many caſes have good reaſons 
to juſtify ſilence, or giving a turn to the 
converſation, but nothing authoriſes the 
uſe of language which cannot but deceive. 
Such conduct would be unworthy our 
bleſſed Lord and Maſter, who is propoſed © 
to us as an example, and in whoſe ſteps 
we are commanded to walk. No Sir, a cha- 
racter fo eminent for fimplicity and fingle- 
nefs of heart, would never have been guilty 
of ſuch equivocation. 
For theſe. reaſons I muſt continue to 
think that Chriſt could not diſclaim divi- 
nity and abſolute goodneſs, in plainer terms 
than thoſe which he here uſes. There 1s 
no difficulty in ſhewing that his language, 
when he ſays I and my Father are one, is 
perfectly conſiſtent with Chriſt's mere man- 
hobd. Let me bring to your recollection 
a paſſage. in this ſame Goſpel, Neither 
| pray 
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fray I for theſe alone, (his diſciples) but 


. for them alſo which ſhall believe on me 
through their word, that they all may be one 
as thou Faller art in me, and I in thee, 


that” they al/o may be one in us, "that the 
world may believe that thou haft ſent me 


and the glory which thou gaveft me I have 
given them, that they may be one, even as 
we are one. I am ardently defirous that 


the world may believe that thou haſt 
ſent. me, and as thou and I are purſuing 


this great deſign, I pray thee that theſe 


my diſciples, and all who fhall be made 


converts by them, may be united with us, 
and amongſt themſelves, in furthering 
this glortous purpoſe. That fame com- 
miſſion which thou gaveſt to me, I-have 


given to my diſciples, that they may be 


one in deſign and intereſt, as We are, 


| | Titus ii. 13. 
Jude 4th. Looking for that dleſſed 


Denying the only Lord hope, and the glorious ap- 
God, and our Lord Jeſus pearing of the great God 
Chriſt. and our Saviour Jeſus 


Chriſt, 5 
This 
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This text of Jude you interpret as ſ peak- 


ing of no other perſon than Chriſt, and 
therefore, ſo far from ſupporting, it op- 


poſes the doctrine of the ſole divinity of 


thy Father. 

In ſupport of your opinion you obſerve 
that the only Sovereign, or, only Lord God 
(if that be the genuine reading) is ſpoken 
of the ſame perſon, whom Jude in the 
concluding verſe addreſſes, To the only wiſe 
God our Saviour, and ſince this latter means 
Chriſt, the former muſt conſequently be 
referred to him.— This I take to be a fair 


repreſentation of your meaning. Your po- 


fition that the only Sovereign relates to the 


fame perſon, whom Jude at the cloſe of _ 


his Epiſtle calls he only wife God our Savi- 
our, I allow, but I contend that in this 

doxology the Father is meant, and there- 
fore I reje& your concluſion. In the 21ſt. 


verſe, the laſt place in which Chriſt is men- 
tioned before the concluding verſe (the 
25th.) he is evidently diſtinguiſhed from 


God. Keep . in the love of God, 
looking 
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looking for the mercy of our Lord Feſus 


. Chriſt unto eternal life. Now as Jude juſt 
before ſhews us that he did not conſider 


the Lord Jeſus Chriſt as God, we muſt refer 
the word God in the laſt verſe, to God in 


that above, and thus the only wiſe God our - 


Saviour muſt be applied to the Father. 
That the word God is followed by Saviour 


does not at all prove it to have been fpoken 
of Chriſt, ſince many paſſages might be 


adduced, in which the Father is denomin- 


ated our Saviour. I deſire no better evi- 


dence than that of ' Paul, and ſhall make 


uſe of the very patlage you advance in your 


favor, as a proof againſt you. But after 


that the kindneſs and love of God our Saviour 
towards man appeared—which he (God our 


Saviour) ſhed on us abundantly through 


Jeſus Chriſt our Saviour. Can words more 
plainly declare that the God our Saviour 
is a different perſon from Jeſus Chriſt 
our Saviour? Paul applies the word 


the lea 
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mer of the grand ſcheme for the ſalvation 
of man, and to Jefus Chriſt as the volun- 
tary agent in executing the gracious pur- 
poſe. We ſee this idea alſo clearly ex- 

preſſed in his Epiſtle to the Epheſians 
chap. 1. Bleſſed be the God and Father of 
our Lord Jeſus &c—for all ſpiritual bleſc 
ings in heavenly things by Chriſt Jeſus. : 
blefles God for.the Goſpel originally de- 
rived from him; he bleſſes him as the 
Father of Jeſus Chriſt, whom in the words 
of John i. 4, 14. the Father ſent to be 
the Saviour of the world. For theſe reaſons 
you cannot infer, becauſe the word Savi- 
our is uſed, that the only wife God our Sa- 
v10ur in the laſt verſe of Jude is affirmed of 
Chriſt. But I beg alſo to remind you © that 
* the Alexandrine, Vatican, Ephrem, and 
twelve other manuſcripts, with theVulgate, 
both Syrzac, Coptic, and Arabic, verſions read 
. the words God our Saviour, dia Ino _— 


TE nies * Ar our Lord Fe efus Chriſt. 
vide 


rIF poop by theſe or any other eval authorities, 


the leaſt improvement in the verſion of our Bibles be ſug- 
geſted 
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vide Chrrftte on the Divine Unity, with his 


references to Wetſteinand Grigſbach, in loco. 
Isit nofthen beyond doubt that the only wije 


God dur Saviour is ſpoken by Jude of the 
Father? Beſides, if theſe words de Ins 


&c. ought to be inſerted in our Bibles, 
then according to your principle the verſe 
muſt be ' thus explained. Now to Chriſt, 
in his divine nature through Chriſt 1 in his 
human nature, be glory &c. 


Thus this argument of yours is made to 


turn againſt yourſelf; for if Jude, by the 
* denying the only Lord God, ”w_ 


geſted, it is the common cant—* When you wiſh to argue 
<« me out of the faith of my anceſtors, you cry out, it is 2 


e wrong tranſlation, and thus you may make a religion " 
ec aftly agreeable to your own preconceived opinions.” 


Such language is only ſuitable to the mouths of the igno- 
rant, and of thoſe who are incapableof judging of the mean- 
ing of the original tongue, To ſuch it is ſufficient to ſay 


in reply, that by giving an erroneous tranſlation af firſt, as 


well as by offering an erroneous alteration afterwards, reli- 
gion might be faſhioned into any ſhape. The ſenſible and 


the learned part of mankind well know, that there is no, 


way of invalidating any propoſed change in the rendering, 
but by ſhewing that i it ſpeaks not the ſenſe of the original. 


in 
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in contemplation the ſame perſon, whom 
in the concluding verſe he calls the only 
wiſe God our Saviour, and the only wiſe 
God our Saviour he applies to the Father, 
then denying the only Lord God, 1s ſpoken 
of the Father. | 

Having I believe cefiniad your reaſon 
for thinking that Jude by the words deny- 
ing the only Lord God means Chriſt, per- 
mit me to add my reaſon for referring this 
phraſe to the Father. If the whole ſentence 
be affirmed of the ſame perſon, viz. Chriſt, 
it follows ( whether the reading be Toy {40vOy 
de worm, Or Tov f derwroryy OY) that Chriſt 
is the only Sovereign to che excluſion of 
the Father, and the Holy Ghoſt. How | 
will you reconcile this to Trinitarianiſm ? 
Rut that it was not intended oval} Chit 


the only Sovereign in excluſion to'the Fa- 
ther is clear, unleſs Jude diſapproved 
Paul's declaration, that Zo us there 1s but 

one God the Father. | 
For theſe. as well as for other reaſons 
which 3 be . conclude, that 
Jude 


Jude, by the only Sovereign Lord, or fro» 
preetor of the Univerſe, means the Father, 
and that the «a: is a conjunction disjunctive 


—Who then are thoſe whom Jude repro- 
| bates? © He is not writing,” you ſay, 
to Atheiſts, but to thoſe who trampled 

the Son of God under their feet.“ If 


however I be not miſtaken in ſuppoſing that 
the only Sovereign Lord means the Father, 


then this judgment of yours cannot be right. 


The cenſure of Jude is, I apprehend, di- 


refed againſt ſome who held erroneous 


opinions with reſpe& to the Father, as 


well as to the Son. Who were theſe but 


| ſome philoſophical Chriſtians of thoſetimes, 
vho held that the world was made, not by 
the ſupreme Being, but an inferior power, 
an emanation from him, and ignorant of 


him, and that Jeſus Chriſt was not a mor- 


tal being who ſuffered pain and death, but 


only jeemed to do it. Thus they denied 
the Father, in as much as they denied him 
to be the maker of the world, and the Son, 

s See Mr, adi note, to page 99. 


in 


— 
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in as much as they diſbelieved his actual 
manhood. Some of theſe men contended, 
we have ſeen, upon grounds of Scripture, 


that there would be no reſurrection of the 


fleſh, and hence thought themſelves war- 
ranted to prattice bodily impurities. - To 
ſuch are applicable the words immediately 
preceding in the ſame verſe—turning the 
grace of God into laſcrnoufneſs. 
Having commented on the paſſage 
from Jude's Epiſtle, I paſs to that which 


you have placed by the ſide of it. Looking 


for that bleſſed hope, and glorious appearmg 
&c. Here you would make Chriſt to be 
the great God who was to appear. You 


muſt I am ſure agree with Mr. Chriſtie that 


? Hr, TG dorms 7 uEyHAs Ses ſhould have 
been rendered the appearance of the glory 
of the great God. © And then,” ſays he, © it 


* would have appeared, that Jeſus Chriſt 


is not here called the great God ; but that 
* 1t is only afhrmed that a repreſentat:on, or 
* appearance of the glory of the great God, 


t Page 156 of this ark: 


Q | | | 66 VIZ, 
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* viz. the Father, ſhall attend Chriſt when 
che comes to judgment. And this is a- 

© greeable to what our Lord himſelftells us, 
oo Ke. ix. 26—The Son of man—ſhall come 


ꝛn his own glory and in his Father's, and 
* of the holy Angels. See alſo 2. Theſs. 


i. 7. to 10. It is beyond a doubt there- 
fore, that it is the Father, that is in this 


* place ſtiled the great God.. 
| Romans xvi, 27. | 0 

Heb. xiii. 8 

To God only wiſe be glory 

through Jeſus Chriſt for 

ever. | | 


The ſame yeſterday, and to 
day, and for ever. 


The fame yeſterday, to day, and for euer 
you imagine to be ſpoken of Chriſt's divine 


nature, and Romans xvi. 27. you muſt 


neceſſarily explain thus—Now not only to 


the Father who's Godonly: wile, but alſo to 
| Jeſus Chriſt who is a part of the Godhead, 


and allo only wiſe, be aſcribed Glory 
through Jeſus Chriſt for ever. But perhaps 


to per ons who had heard nothing of the 


u Diſcourſes on the Divine Unity, page 26g. 
Trinitarian 


- 7 


2 0 


— — 


ö A aj. „ an od 
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Trinitarian ſyſtem, this text from the Ro- 
mans might appear evidently to diſtinguiſh - 


Cod only wife, from Feſus Curiſt. And as 
to the text from the Hebrews, let it be ta- 


ken in the context, and, it will be found to | 
relate to the doctrines, not to the perſon of 
Chriſt. Remember them which have the rule 


oder you, who have ſboken,unto you the word 
of God, whoſe faith follow, confidering the 
end of their converſation ; Jeſus Chriſt the 


' ſame yeſterday, to day, and for ever. Be not 


carried about with diverſe and ſtrange doc- 
trines. The object of the Apoſtle is to 


guard againſt falſe doctrines which are ſhift- 


ing according to the caprices-of men, and 
to urge a ſteady adherence to the doctrines 


of Chriſt, which never vary, but are the ſame | 
yeſterday, to day, and for ever, It 1s not 


unuſual with the ſacred writers to put © je- 
* ſus Chriſt” for the doctrines of Jeſus Chriſt. 
Even the righteouſneſs of God, which is by 
faith of Jeſus Chriſt (i. e. by faith in the 


doftrines of Jeſus Chriſt) unto all and up- 


oN all them my believe; Romans iii. 22. 
1 s ˙1§1Nà 
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That he might be juſt, and the juſtifier of ham, 
. whach believelli in Jeſus, 5, i. e. in the do@rines 
of Jeſus, Romans iii. 26.- 


With this ſame principle of a Union of 


Natures you attempt in. another part of 
your work,to reconcile John v. 22. That all 
men ſhould honor the Son, even as they honor 


the Father, © with thoſe places in which 


* the Saviour attributes all glory to his Fa- 


ether.“ But if your faculties are here 
entangled in a labyrinth, how does your 


faith ſupply the clew ? If all glory is in 


many places attributed by Chriſt to the Fa- 


ther, as you confeſs, how is this paſſage at 


all to be explained in favor of your Hypoſ- 
tatic Union ? If Chriſt had a divine nature, 
ſome of the glory would have been due 


to him, as well as to the. Father —I fancy 


Sir, that when you think you have found 
' your way out of this labyrinth, you will 
perceive that you are no leſs loſt in its paths 
than before. You do not ſeem yet to have 


diſcovered the clew : think me not too 


<< 


v Mr. Randolph's work page 120. EY 


bold 
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bold, if with a friendly hand 1 offer you 
ſafe condutt chrough the mazes of the 
wood. | | 
If even as, be l to mean in the. 
fame degree, then the ſenſe will be- that 
all men ſhould honor the Father's repre- 
ſentative, to whom 1s committed all power” 
over the Church, in the ſume degree as they 
honor the Father, according to the words 
of the context, for the Father judgeth no 
Man, but hath committed all judgment to 
the Son, ver. 22, 28. 
But zabus is uſed by the Sacred writers 
to denote reſemblance where an equal de- 
gree of it cannot exiſt. | 
Be ye therefore perfect, even as (xabus) 
your Father in heaven is perfect. If cven as 
be interpreted in the ſame degree, we are 
directed to accompliſh an impoſſibility. 
He that jaith he abideth in him (Chriſt) 
_ ought to walk even as (xabus) he alſo walk- ' 
ed, To walk exaly as Chriſt walked, 
and be a pattern of perfect obedience, is 


entirely beyond the reach of our attain- 
ments, 


230 Letters to the Rev. Francis Randolph. 
ments, and therefore cannot be the mean- 
ing of the exhortation. 


Chriſt © attributes all glory to >the Fa- 


i as the ſource of power and perfecti- 

He directs his diſciples to honor the 
35 as they honor the Father, becauſe it 
was the Father's will that the Son who was the 


brightnefs of his glory, and the expreſs image 


of his perſon, ſhould be received with fimi- 


lar, if not equal honors. 


I am now tempted, Sir, to put the 1 | 
tion, on which ſide are moſt liberties taken 


with Language, by the Trinitarian, or Hu- 
manitarian. The latter follows the plain and 


obvious meaning of theterms which capable 


but of one interpretation, aſſert the ſole divi- 


nity of the Father; and to the ſeemingly diſ- 


cordant paſſages he gives a ſolution, eaſy, na- 
tural, and conſiſtent with Scriptural phraſeo- 
logy. The former confounds all diſtinction 
between the fingular, and plural number of 
pronouns ; aſcribes glory to Chrift through 
Chriſt ; converts his ſpotleſs Maſter into 

a ſhameful 
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a ſhameful Equivocator, makes him me- 
diate with himſelf; pray to himſelf; and 
render ſatisfaction to himſelf. With what 
propriety then do you accuſe others of 
ſtraining expreſſions to their own pre- con- 
ceived Hypotheſis, or“ of having recourſe 
* to ſuch conſtruktion, and ſuch ſubter- 
* fuges, as 2s not“ (or perhaps are not) 

* allowable with any writing whatlo- 

ever? 

I now Sir, take my leave for the pre- 
ſent of this controverſy.—If you ſhould 
point out to me any errors into which I 
may have fallen, I ſhall be moſt ſincerely 
obliged to you. Truth alone I ſeck, 
and © if I have not found her, it is my 
misfortune, and not my tault.” —The con- 
ſcientiousenquirer aſter truth Jever reſpett, 
however different the reſult of A inveſti- 
gation may be from my own, but the 
blind votary to any eſtabliſhed creed, and 
the inplicit admirer of any diſtinguiſhed 
ſectary, are equally the objects of my diſ- 
approbation. 


„Mr. Randolph's work, page 102. 


Pe 1 
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Perhaps it may turn out that my defence 
of Humanitarianifm has produced no more 


change in hour ſentiments, than your at- 
tack upon it occaſioned in mme. I this 


be the caſe, we ſhall doubileſs, each of us, 


continue the ſame form of worſhip, which 
we now refpectixvely practice. And whilſt 
you make it a part of your devotional fer- 
vice, to pronounce that the di ſbelievers of 


Athanafiaviſm muſt © without doubt perth _ 
< eycrlaftingly,” I fhall enter the temple K+ 


of my God with a firm perſuaſion, that 


in every nation, he that feareth God, and work- 


eth righteouſneſs, is accepted with him. 
„ 
Milli fincere Friendſſtip, 
And every aſfeclionate wiſh, 
For your happineſs, 
1 remain Dear Sir, 
"OUTS, 


B. HOB HOUSE. 


ERRATA. 


The n is s requeſted to correct the following errata, which are princi-. 
pally owing tothe great diſtanceat whichthe Author lives from the Printer, 

Page 15. line 11. of the Contents for expeſſion read expreſſion. 

Page 2. line 4. for diſtinguiſhed, read diſciplined. P. 6. I. 8-gfor love of of 
read love of, P. 8.1. 2 for doctrines, read doctrine. P. 16.1. 2 for their, read its. 
P. 16. I. 21 for be all, read be at all. P. 19. I. 12 for of a vague repreſentation, 
read of vague repreſentation. P. 20.1.8 for of a vague repreſentation, read of 
vague repreſentation. P. 2. I. 14 for of the century, read of the fourth century. P. 

24. 1. 8 for until after 400 years aſter that time, read until the 4th. century. P. 
28. I. 2. for form God, read form of God. P. go. 1. 12 for from read form. P. go 
J. 21 for NnyEGPH read nye:oOa, P. 38. I. 8 for brethern, read breth- 
ren. P. 44. I. 7 for Aingularity, read ſimilarity. P. 74. 1. 10 for that there 
here was, read that there was. P. 86. I. 22 for yet, read ye. P. 88. J. 20 for 
oN e NAαπο read N. P. 102. I. 18 for g EPavepw® read 


0 £@avepwby P. 10g. I. 7 for adverus Praxeam, read adverſus Praxeam. P. 
110 l. 22 for ær.Cei read 7 /eiy P. 151. for LETTER IV. read |, 
LETTER VI. P. 155. 1.8for Hymendus,read Hymeneus. P. 159. I. 13 for de- 
2 read declaratory. P. 165. I. 9 for genuine i, read genuineneſs. P. 170 
I. x for quotation read quotations. Dele the inverted commas to lines 1 7, 2 
19, 20 of page 69. Dele the inverted commas from 25 0 Opoyos 
P. 114 to hath anointed thee” p. 115. 
ERRATA in the NOTES. 
P. 4. I. 1g for deciſerely, read decifively. P. 14. I. 1 for he, read be. . 
15. 1. 2 for our own, read our. P. 44. |. 1 for Thurlby, read IHirlöy. P. 46. l. 
5 for OVTOG read GUT og. þ 153. I. 2 for gs Ou read £71040 
P. 157. I. 1. for ch. 15 read ch. 14. P. 176. 1, 14 for ſay, Dr. Lardner, read 
ſays Dr. Lardner. P. 180. I. 6. for vergftmriles, read veriſimiles. P. 180. 1.1 , 
for Certi read Certe. P. 175. I. 2 majority of unlearned chriſtians, dele unlearned. 
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